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As in his The Murkin Conspiracy Melanson fails to acknowledge the many long and 
costly suits under the Freedom of Information Act which brought to light more than a 
third of a million pages of previously-withheld government records, mostly the FBI's 
but including the CIA's records to which he had access in its feeding room. As he well 
knows, without this litigation the records would not be available to anyone. 

It became clear that he inte& e !o take credit for the work of others, pretending 

tnat their work does not exist and that this manuscript is based on his original work. 
(The only originality is in some of this theory.) 

This also is apparent in his bibliography. 

With regard to his acknowledgements, I have more in my letter sent earlier. 

He cites as the result of his own "investigation" whit he got from others and 
what he just took from others. 
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Introduction 

10 Lines 6ff: Whether this refers to the proceeding sentence or t~o the quotation of 
Oswald, "(n)ow everyone will know who I am," isjl-t both unclear and inaccurate. 

What most researchers hypothesized is that Oswald was not a lone assassin, that 
he was not guilty, that the Warren investigation was angled, incomplete and undependable, 

and I know of no researchers, assuming he means published, who believed that Oswald 

.-Z.fi it. 

believed and-ef- his alleged V "political postures" were "about to be stripped away 
by the legal processes as he sought to defend himself against charges of murder." 

There is nothing in Oswald's behavior after he was a roosted that even suggests that 
be. feared the legal processes. He assured his wife and mother that he would be OK. 

If he does not refer to the 0 swell d quotation, perhaps this is because there are 
researchers who long before him believed that Oswald could have had some intelligence 
connections. Aside from several articles and newspaper stories, this first appared in 
Whitewash, first published in 1965. 

11-/A There were more than three official investigations. 

If Oswald "spent nearly all his adult life working for U.S. intelligence," then 

he had to have begun when he became a Marine, at aged 17. This would be oM^y partly 

.1 

true if Melanson says he was working for intelligence, "most likely/the CIA., as a 
civilian*, after he returned to the U.S. That then was illegal for the CIA. 

12 He does not cite his source for Dulles' telling his colleagues that proving 
Oswald had had no connection with the CIS (and that was not in the sense of having 
been an "operative") because that would involve crediting what he was careful not to 
credit. It^already, after I've skimmed his notes and read the Introduction, because he 
is going to pretend that his work is original where it is not. There is no "option" 
that Oswald was a "mafia soldier " (emphasis added) but if he had been, there is no 
"mutual exclusivity" with any intelligence connection. The OSS and the CIA at the last 


among such agencies did use the mafia. 

1? It is not true to say that Oswald "maintained a facade of leftism." There is 
no reason to believe this was not genuine. Apparently Melanson is not familiar with 
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Oswald . 1 3 extensive writings or <the portion of them published by the Commission. 

15 Oswald did not "pose" as a defector. Rather is it that the U.S. embassy did not 
accept his defection. Apparently Melanson does not know what the word "agent" means to 
intelligence services. As they use the word an agent iB an employee, not an informer or 
one who may render some services. 

16 Oswald became a Karine at 17, not 18. 

To say that Oswald could "easily" have given the USSR the information they needed 
t^shoot down the Powers U— 2 flight is not true in any sense and it is not true that 
Oswald "caused a loss of military-intelligence which was unparalleled in the previous 
decade." Aside from whether or not Oswald possessed such information, and he certainly 
did not, the KGB refused to have anything to do with him and did not bother even to 
interview him. Horever, Oswald did not "have access to the U— 2." If this is merely 
sloppy writing and reference is to his operating radar during U-2 flightd, that 
meant virtually nothing at all. The USSR had monitored them and was quite familiar with 
them and their characteristics. All of this is enormously over-written and exaggerated. 

He does not say what military secrets Oswald had to give away or that the UZ3R had any 
interest in them. The secrets u swald had, the codes used in communication , where changed 
as soon as the Navy knew he’d gone to the Moscow embassy. 

He does not provide any source for the destruction of CIA and military files on 
Oswald. This again serves to make it appear that this is his original work and it isn’t. 
And he was not "of interest" to the KBB. They ignored him entirely 
I believe his "legal definition" of conspiracy is wrong: it requires an overt step. 


17 



Chapter 1 


19 Oswald, did NOT found a New Orleans chapter of the Pair Play for V u ha Committee. 

There was none . 

Saying that Oswald attempted to return to the USSR is over-writing again. He 

M. ^ 

did apply for a vis% to go to Cuba, which was one of the most dif^ult strating-pointB 

for going to the USSR. (No source sited) 

The "dirty rumor" the Commission had was of Oswald's connection with the FBI, 

not "U.S. intelligence." 

20 He misues "agent" again. 

22 I know of no "assertion" that Oswald "had contact with Castro's spies" and 

no source is given. Straw man? . 

23 I know of no evidence that Oswald was not ra^Jy pro-Castro and no source is given. 
Another straw man? 

u rvrr 

He says that the CIA did not have exclusive rights to the various places Oswald 
appeared. *et he says Oswald^ved it inside the US, and it had no rights to that "turf" 
at all. It was prohibited from any domestic activity involving spying. 

He cites no source for any linking to a*y intelligence agency of either George, He 
Mohr ensc hlld t or David Ferrle and he citeB no source for Baying that Oswald mas Ferrie's 
"associate." If he builds on this later he builds on a cloud. 

24 Footnote 6 is a citation to the Commission's 1/27/64 executive session hut as he 
is careful hot to acknowledge, as he did with footnote 3, it was a fflbjj.phefl source. 

An entire book is devoted to it, including facsimile reproduction of the transcript. He 
may be un willing to cite that author and he is again making it appear that he did work 
etod did not do because all those transcripts had beeN classified "top secret" and it 
required FOIA litigation fas apparently will never mention for them to be available to Mm. 

"t 


The book is/Whitewaah IV, in his biblio. 

25 There is an unjustified presumption that Oswald did work for the CIA in the sentence 
that as says "(d)irect proof that Oswald worked for the CIA is impossible to come by 



without Agency cooperation." I think it is not unfair to say that this is just plain 

dishonest. 

Qcai* 

26 Agee uses the word "agent" as the CIA does not. Ib the emphasis in the. ori g i n al 
or added? 

2? A gain , i’errie is Oswald's "associate" and again no source. This is because there 
can be no source, not a dependable one in any event. No source also on ferrle as a 
"pilot and as a soldier in the CIA's war against Castro" and again, none is possible. 

No source is given on "two CIA contract killers" and this says that they killed 
for the CIA, of which there is no evidence. Only sloppy writing or is he again suggesting 
support for his theory? The CIA contracted with two men who were known as killers but he 
does not say this. 

Footnote 9 again hides his actual, published source. Whitewash IV, 

28 To soy as he does that Oswald was "in the grip of U.S. intelligence" iB over- 
writing at the least, as it is to say, as he does, that beginning when Oswald went to 
Russia he was in this alleged "grip" until he was killed by ^by. 

Comment: aadde from what is not so, what is conjectured and what I believe is just made 
up, all without any source given, this represents amateurishness and will be laughable to 
those with any knowledge of or experience in intelligence agencies. *t is really kid stuff 


blown up, 



0h * I ' ter 2 jp«iik}*4 cA 

29 He knows nothing at all about Oswald ' s ^training if he describes it as(" techniques" 
and it was much more specialized tha# radar operation, which is how the basic tra in i n g 


and function are described. 

He is playing spjfok or spook expert again in saying that "(i)n clandestine parlance, 
black means secret." It has much more meaning that just secret., 

30 "High-flying cameras" or the CIA's cameras now fly on their own? 

Ho source for("i)t is easy to understand why the black lady was the KGB's high- 
est priority target" and I doubt it is true. He continues to over-write and I now 
expect it throughout the entire manuscript. 

He is just making it lip, as in a novel, as he goes, ^t simply is not true that 
"nothing could find" the U-2 or that the IB assumed this. It may have assumed that the 
USSR could not shoot it down but again, no source. 

The radar "bubble" is not its control roomi Whether or not this was bo at Atsugi, 


that control room later was in a trailer. 

"All data" on the U-2 was not ultra secret, except to civilians who had no need 
to know. It was not so secret to foreign agencies with a need to know and this includes 
what Helanson does net mention, 1 tsxnqia Height capabilities. 

31 "...frustrated Soviets in their frenzied attempts to catch the black lady." Ho 
source for "frCbnzied" and no source possible for ^aatch." Again, over-writing and 
kid stuff. Same for what follows, that the Soviets couldnjt even track the U-2. 

It i* becoming clear why he has avoided saying what is well known, that the KGB 
would not even talk to Oswalt. ^ keeps on implying a) that Oswald had secrets the KBG 
wanted and ^ gave them to the KGB. It just isn't true* 

/Meanwhile, with all the pointless identifications he provides, apparently intend? 
ing to convey authoritativenwss, he hasn't even J^tentified Oswald's unit by name. 

32 Carlo's snes 8 and sloppiness permeate. Bissl^ did hot "develop" the G— 2. H® was 

in charge of tte project but not the developement, which was by Lockheed. But here, whene 
what he says about Bis/ell lias no relationship to the book or Oswald as a CIA a^ent, he 
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t wt has quite a few footnotes. 

Sloppy, sloppy, sloppy again: the Russians did not "stop surveillance" when they 
shot the Powers U-2 down. He has no source on what the Russians learned from the downed 


0 - 2 , rf ffxnefrrt "spectacular advances" in "technology." 

33 Sloppy, sloppy, sloppy and grossly careless, the man he cites here, then a 
lieutenant, was not '$pf "(t) commander of Oswald's El Toro^ unit." He was not Oswald ' 8 
oeSBfi&dex^. Donovan , not yet named by Melanson, why I don t know, was in charge of the 

r» 

radar shif^&nd on the very page Melanson cites he gives precise details of what Oswald 
did and what was not known. But Melanson preferred his lQmcies/eariie? and did not use 
this testimony. ....... 

34 Sloppy, sloppy, careless again. Oswald's duties most assuredly changed at El Toro^» 

t 

from working radar to working "t n the post security office. It was not then, as Melanson 

says in craf'tijig what is becoming more and more o£ a novel, that Oswald "became a con— 

spicuous leftist. "(Oswald was in touch with both the Communist and Socialist parties 

before he enlisted^ And what Melanoma says next Oswald did before he was assigned to El 

Toro, from which he was discharged. 

, Report' s 

The portrayal of Oswald jtft as "pro-Soviet" is the Warren Commission^ but it also 

is contradicted by what thesSTCommission published and omitted from itB Seport, Oswald's 
dj aHl'-a of both the USSR and the U^S. Communist Party. Melanson knows this if he read 
what is in his bibliography because with direct quotations it is quoted in Whie^wash I. 

He called the Russians "fat, stinking politicians" and said the US Communists had 
llbetreyed the working class" in his writLoss that are included in the Commission s 
26 volumes. At the very least one pretending a scholarly approach and inte ndin g honesty 
would have cited the writings along with the Commission's self-serving description of them 
and of Oswald. In context tnis is consistent with building a case regardless of the evidence. 

The handling of Oswald's security clearance (33-4) ie worse than sloppy and care- 
less. Avoiding names other than Kerry ‘■‘■'horaley's Melanson has unnamed Donovan saying 

that Oswald had secret clearance, which '^homley also testified, and an unnamed Marine 
who is Nelson fielgado and notoriously undependable , saying, a ^ quoted btj Melanson^^^ 
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nnj-inc he "believed" they all had access to what was classified secret. The quotation is 

incomplete. Delgado then added, immediately, "(w)e all had secret clearances." This is 

S/ 


false and if Melanson is at all familiar with the unquestionable evidence it is that 
only five men in that unit had security clearances higher than confidential. Os~Vald 
was o^e of the five. 

If Melanson knew this, as he certainly should have with only a reading rather 
"than a scholarly knowledge of the literature as well as the evidence, the^/ why he 
quotes Delgado incompletely and unfaithfully is a question. 

Now these were far from the only Marines who testifed about security clearances. 
Why does Melanson limit himself to these if he really knows the material, publieed and 
in disclosed records? Perhapd the answer lies in his citing the Warren Commission 
testimony for these few instead of the published source on which he draws. This could be 
my first (1965) book or Oswald In ^ew Orleans ( 1 967 ) . Neither uses the other relevant 
testimony of which I was aware and used for other rea3ons(later. 

i/hether or not earlier publication was his source, when he fails to cite the 
earlier publication of which he does know and instead cites the sources they cite it 
raises question of personal and professional integrity and suggests he is puffing him- 
self and his work up without any legitimate basis. 

What is even more curious, with his listing Oswald In Orleans in his 
bibliography, is his failure to tkt cite it on Oswald's security clearance, ^t is at 
least a§ dependable a source as some he cites and it - albeit uniquely - states that 


CruipTt 
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clearances. What makes this even stranger is that it 


Oswald had Top Secret and 
Usou IJ 

deee- support and advance Melanson' s theory thus far presented largely as fact. And if 
he is not f amili ar with Oswald In NewJOrleans , what is his bibliography other than 

T1 

pseudo-scholarship and another self-promotional effort? 

The other relevant and much better, including for his purposes, testimony I 


refer to above is in the very volume he cites for the three Marines he uses. This 
ag ain suggests lack of familiarity with that volume of testimony and his dependance upon 



the published earlier studies in his bibliography. 

Del gado was an under-educated, unsophisticated young man with a wild imagination. 

If helanden were the scholar he pretends to be he'd know that Delgado tried to lead the 
Commission to believe that Oswald murdered a fellow who killed himself. If he were at 
all familiar with tfelgado's post-Karines career he know that ^olgado continued to make 

wild, unsupported and irrational allegations. 

The other i-*arinea who are clearly more dependable are all in the same volume, 

«tae where what they did before and after the Marines is testified to. 

35 Meianson says Oswald "served at one of his nation's most sensitive foreign bases." 

lects either carelessnes or ignorance because Oswald served at more than one. 

For example, Cubi Point in the Philippines, which is one of the most important of all 
foreign bases, along with Cubic Bay, where it is. 

36 Without any qualification he says that in the ^arines Oswald ptepared or was pre- 
pared "for his forthcoming espionage mission to the U.S.S.8." There is no basis for this 
as a bald statement and he does not present it as his opinion. 

In citing authorities for Oswald's proficiency in Russian t and on the next page 
/fe land on omits what he should know from the published evidence, that when MmO. his wife, 
Marina, first met him she thought he was Russian, from a different areayfrom his accent. 

37 There is conspicuous dishonesty and abandonment of any pretense of reputable scholar- 
ship as well as a disclosure of personal an im o sity in: "In 1974 a transcript of 

an executive session of the Warren Commission was released after a prolonged legal battle 
by a privare researcher." Tfie footnote reads, "Summers, Conspiracy, p 155." ***•» 
Citin^jummers is additionaly crooked because the actual^aouroe , Summers' source, is in 
Meianson’ a bibliography. It is, uniquely, my Whitewash BS. I am the only one who sued 
for the transcripts, of which that is only one, and Meianson, the professor who teaches 
the subject, knows it very well. (Parenthetically, it was the least prolonged of all my 
FOIA litigation.) 

What is trul$ about this petty business is what it reflects, either that 



no publisher would get any authority to read the manuscript or that all authorities, 

A 

all of whom have to know the truth about it, would either ignore it or remain silent as 
a favor to him , without regard to their own integrity, (i refer to it as petty because 
Kelanson and I never had any arguments or disagreements and he felt free to write and 
ask for documents from me and to ask my opinions and he visited here and got copies 
if any of the records I got under FOIa that he wanted, including for his The Murkin 
Conspiracy, where he credits these documents to the FBI reading room and makes no 
reference to my getting them via extensive POIA litigation. T^Ls reminds me, he knows 
frim personal observation the extent of my archive, abo^t 60 file cabinets plus innumerable 
boxes of records. I can't begin to remember all the POIA suits I filed but they are 
well known in the field, certainly to anyone pretending to be a scholar, and the result 
is an archive of about a third of a million pages of previo^uly-withheld records.) 

Critics knew of the possibility of Oswald's having attended the Monterey school 
long before I got and published this transcript. The problem with the conjecture and 
one Melandon does not mention is that Oswald's service record almost certainly precludes 
the possibility of his having gone there long enough to attain any proficiency at all 
in Russian. Unless , ut uuuwiu , 

58 Here and on the next page he gives as his sources in his footnotes Commission 
publications but without exception all appeared in books be does not credit, with the 
single ecception of Sylvia Meagher's, and she alone is dead of those authors . His 
account of Oswald's finances comes straight from Whitewash I, for example. 

59 Vnless he expands on this latter, he here reflects incredible ignorance of what 
is readily available on what he discusses on this page, as in the sentence where he 
says the Soviets "must have debated whether Oswald was for real or a spy." I expect 

to have occasion to expand on this later. 

40 Where he discusses what Oswald told our Moscow embassy what he says is childishly 
silly, the stuff of cheap novels, and at the same time ignorant of the publicly available 
B 1 ' refcsa 9 if dJmaj fe i^jj^^gSlnort of murder could the embassy employ "to stop the 



young Marin^ from spilling secrets." Scholarly* Scholarly ignorance is in the next 
sentence, "If the U.S. Embassy did not previo^uly know of Oswald's access to secret 
materials, ta if did now." 

Immediately on Oswald' s^defection" the FBI consulted his records at ffiSPBI 
Navy HQ. The FBI reported no security clearance of any kind. AIbo immediately the Navy 
cabled the embassy and also said his records reflected no security clearance of any 
Unrt but added the opinion that he could have had confidential clearance, the lowest 
of all clearances. So, the embassy knew what the official records show and had no reason 
to place any credence in any threat by Oswald to disclose big secrets - even it he had 
had any. The KGB believed he did not and did not question him at all. 

Oswald presented no "risk to the U-2" to be "eliminated" by "some cold-war caper 
to silence Oswald." This is really juvenile l Can it be imagined what the consequences 
would have been had anything at all have happened to Oswald after he asked for Russian 
citizenship? 

Oswald had no significant "U-2 data" to give the USSR that it did not have. 

He had no secfeta at all "concerning radio-communications codes." This concoction 
n gn-in raises quationa about Melanson' s uses of uncited books because i£ he really did 
know the Dohovan testimony (the man in charge of Oswald's radar work whose name Melanson 
Vibh always omitted up jto this f>oinj), Melanson would know that aB soon as Oswald "defected" 
the Navy changed all those codes he knew because it had to. 

Y/hat “elanson says about alleged secrets relating to "radar inst alla tions" and 
"aircraft deployment in the western United States" reflects gtfess ignorance of the actuali- 
ties of intelligence, ^ x t is the stuff of cheap novels. There are no sefirets about where 
there are radar installations. They disclose themselves when they operate. Oswald had no 
knowlddge of aircraft deployment from hiB work in the El Toro security office, even if 
that were secret from the USSR and it gave a damn, 

Melanson give source for his reference to the USSR's "bugging of our embassy.il 
That he does ntet ngnYn reflects consummate ignorance of the public material, publeshed 



in sources he does credit elsewhere and he should know very well. I expect to he returning - 

f Hr/ Hoi rY&tO , P 

to this also. More, the conjectures at this point are childish. St> i HtjJ U- J 

41 "The Russians took him in and, presumably, his radar secrets along with him." 

Rubbish! The KGB had ordered that he not be permitted to stay and his attempted suicide 
(earlier referred to by /^felanson as "allegedly" ) prompted the Russian j^ed u ross to get 
him permission to romjin in the USSR as a non-citizen. That u swald was not ppid for any 
intelligence services to the USSR is reflected by the fact that he had to borrow money 
from our embassy to return home by the. cheapest means. 

His notes for this page refer to Richard E. Snyder as a "diplomat" in our embassy 
who dealt with °swald, Snyder had a title. Perhaps ^felsnson goes into it later but he 
does not here report that Snyder had been CIA. ^his would seem to advance Melanson 1 a 
theory that Oswald was CIA. So, is he a real scholar? Does he really know the available 
material? Even in sources he cites, like Snyder's own writing? If" U Mvt' ] 

lie again refers to those alleged secrets in "Oswald’s radar knowledge." Radar 
was not secret to the USSR or other countries, all of whom have and operate it. The 
one area that * ,l elanson could claim to be secret - but wasn't having bee>? published more than 
a year earlier - was Oswald's knowledge that we had height-seeking radar. But this is in 
Lieutenant Donovan As testimony on the very page ^elanson cites bo Melanson does not 
mention it at all! 

Unlike most writers of non-fiction and at least many ^scholars, Melanson has a 

Ft 

phobia about giving names, ■‘■hus he refers only to "a ^ew u rleans radio ho 3 t,W without 
saying anything more a£out him or the station he was on - a station used by the CIA 
to propagandize in Cuba, WWL. There are^ reports I cannot authenticate that this host 
also had CIA connections* 

42 He does get ar&und to Snyder's CIA connection at th • bottom of this page, saying 
he was "alleged by some Warren Commission critics to have been working for the CIA under 
diplomatic cover." On checking his note "some" turns out to be Jim Harrs' Crossfire , a 
nutty and inaccurate compilation of all the nut theories Marrs could get. It is not ewen 



a dependable siurce and no honest scholar, after it, would consider citing it 

as a dependable source. 

he f inal ly gets around to Snyder's admission of having worked for the CIA briefly 
at an earlier time in citing the House Assassination Committee. Snyder had written this 
years earlier in the Washington Post article {flelanson cites without quoting this from it. 

As with the exeecutive session transcript, there can be a motive in delaying 
identifying Snyder as having worked for the CIA and not reporting it until after Baying 
that Snyder was still working for the CIA when Oswald was there - it tends to credit the 
false version. This is supported by what follows, his argument that as of the time Oswald 
went to Moscow the CIA did have people under diplomatic cover. There is no point in this 
■ ini e ss he is trying to persuade the reader that Snyder, despite denials, was then CIA. 

He gets so carried wway with his baseless argument about Oswald and Becrets to 
spill that he here refers to "the magnitude of scretB Oswald might spill." Yet the one 
possible secret that is in the testimony he ignored on the page he cited several times, 
that of the authentic expert, Donovan, he did not mention. Some "scholarship"! 

He next quotes the same page of testimony, again, still not naming Donovan, referring 
to him as what he testified he wasn't, "Oswald’s former comm an di n g officer," reels off, 
without direct quotation, the "wholesale changes" the " defection^ required , and still 
excludes the height-seeking radar, the only possible secret that in any event was not 
secret! 

Underscoring hia abysmal ignorance of the very thing he touts here and did in The 
Markin Conspiracy, the records disclosed in FOIA litigation and those of the Warren 
C ommission available in the Archives, he concludes that "At the highest levels of the 
military bureaucracy in Washington, howver, there was scarcely a ripple." Aa J note 
above, there was immediate reaction, the records were searched and the report on the 
search was oabled to the Moscow embassy. If he was not so utterly incompetent he could 
have used th±B to advance his argument because Odwald did have a high security clearance 
and it is not in his Navy records. T^e records are not honest and it can reasonably be 
inferred they were fixed to obscure intelligence connection. 
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It is" standard operating procedure to conduct a 'net damage assessment' for defectors, 
But "There was none for Oswald." He cites no source. Yet it is apparent that there 
had been such an assessment from the very testimony he has used, the chnages that were made 
immediately in the codes, etc. 

What he could have used to make the point he is striving to make he apparently 
does not know about. There was an investigation by ONI but its results were not given to 
the and have not been disclosed by the Navy and it is known that all of Oswald's 

mates who should have been interviewed wore not. He has cited Epstein's Imgend, which goes 
into this, and he has my Oswald A n New Orleans in his bibliography, and it even includes 
what one avplded mate told me and could have told 0N5. If he read the book£ he knew this 
and if he did not read the books he cites them to inflate credentials he does not have. 

The argument that follows is silly. As he gets carried away witn it he blows the 
Oswiad defection up into "0ne of the most damaging defections in history." frdJ ^ /)ar>*1 

An account of the shooting down of the Powers U-2 flight follows. He then argues 
46 that " the plane must have been flying at an abnormally low altitude when it was 
shot down" and follows this with "Another qualified source, U-2 pilot Francis u ary Powers, 
opined that technical data pTmrtdm* eupllied to the Russians by lee Harvey Oswald may have 
been the U-2's downfall." ("Downfall"?) Powers did not say that. His ghost-writer. Curt 
Gentry did. Ife was u entry's idea to have this in to help seell the book, not Powers', and 
Gentry phoned me from San Francisco to discuss it with meBe knew there was no basis for it, 
led me to believe he was not going to use it, and then did. Had Kelanson used other 
available literature or been a scholar and learned whether or not the Soviet's had the 
capability, he'd have known tbit they did and that Powers had also said his plane was 
downed when it was flying at the prescribed and presumeably safe height. 

He then quotes the book again on what is worse than merely silly 9 *Hat is 
stupid, having Powers say Oswald knew "how long we stayed out on any mission, and in 
which dire tion we went." Oswald knew this fro m Japan. Atsugi, of gajj&galfij. El Toro? 


Powers was shot down in the western USSR. 



47 He argues that the CIA should have debriefed °swald on this U-2 incident and 
says the CIA was "simple-minded" if it saw no connection. It is just plain silliness and 
ignorance to argue this, as it is not to argue that Oswald should have been debriefed, 
as was the CIA’s st andar d practise with travellers, on what he saw and heard in the 
U SSR. And on this very point he is conspicuously ignorant of the literature in hia 
bibliography or has other motive in not citing it because I pointed out in my first book 
that what Oswald wrote about the factory in which he worked was precisely the kind of 
information all intelligence agencies want and seek. 

He ends this page with what is incredible, that Oswald, who’d been in the USSR 
foi a long time before the Powers flight, knew the "altitude" at which Powers would fly, 
and his "actual flight path." Aside from the obvious impossibility of this, if Melanson 
was at all familiar with what is public, including official testimony he has cited, he'd 
have known that they were last-minute determinations and are always variables. 

There is no case to begin with and he makes it even worse by using undependable 
sources and his own ignorance to them. He lacks basic understanding of what he 

is writing about. 

48 In this silliness crWthis page of baseless argument and conclusions he again 

is carried away by his concoctions to the point where he says that Oswald had "first- 

« 

hand knowledge of the spy plane and its base." It base was in TURKEY! 

49- He goes into Captain Alexis Davison giving Oswald his mother's address in Georgia 

50 

so Oswald may visit hera and has an understated version of Davison' s expulsion from the 
USSR over his involvement in the Penkovsky case and cites the official claims that this 
was Davison^ only involvement in espionage. But his deficient scholarship again denies 
him the ability to really question what Davison and officialdom said. Davison's mother 
had been a nurse in the White army at the time of the Russian revolution when she met 
his father, a doctor in the US invasion force in Siberia. She was as anti-Soviet as 
was possible. There is little more unlikely than that Davison would have sent a man he 

believed was pro-Soviet to annoy and aggravate his mother by his politics. 

51 ff fj.s he continues what is more of an amateurish spy novel than a work of non-fiction 



and gets the Oswalds out of the USSR and back in the US he is ignorant of facts father 

could advance tvLs argument ~~ancT he twists facts a bit and fails to 
report what was well known, as that Otto Otepka had the Oswald file in his possession 
as I recall after the assassination. In writing about Marina and the > Komsommol, he 
omitff the fact that she had been expelled from it. 

54ff When he gets to the fact that the Oswald's had an apartment in Holland (he does 
not say why but it was while waiting for the ship on which they sailed) he cites"some 
researchers" without any source in his notes as believing this was a CIA safehouse or 
for the Oswalds' debriefing. There is no way of knowing even whether there is anything 
to either b el i ef , but the point he misses is that the Oswalds were broke and had to borrow 
from the embassy to pay their transportation costs. Who got those accomodations for the 
Oswalds and how were they paid for? 

If he had cited the available FBI reports on Spas Raikin he'd have learned more 
about him and what Oswild said that he could use. IneArnrt hn oitnn. , Instead he cites 
secondary sources. 

He is correct in noting how unusual it was for the CIA not to have debriefed 
Oswald but his discussion is amateurish, incomplete and even unfair to the FBI. Rather 
than make a scholarly assessment he seeks to advance his arguement and again has a really 
r'nr.qBndn.1 and ignorant flight of fancy (56): "Oswald was a walking data bank regarding 
Soviet techniques o£ debriefing and han d l in g defectors." 

How did Oswald acquire such information about KGB debriefing when hetoisnot only was 
not debriefed - it never spoke to him at all! And what is there to the actualities with 
Oswald to justify calling him a data bank on 1 "handling defectors" when he wasn't 
^handled" at all but was given a place to stay and a job by the USSR H®d Cross 

It i 3 true that the CIA says it did not believe that the KGB was not interested 
in Oswald but he is either ignorant or dishonest in stopping with this CIA claim and 
saying no moee about it. The KGB got all it needed to know about Oswald from the In- 
tourist and hotel employees and it regarded him as unstable and undependable and merely 


directed that he leave the USSR when his visa expired. Oswald was, tanoacThowever , 



I 


interviewed, by the other USSR spookery, the HVD. jjje is either ignorant or dishonest in 


not including this well-known fact. 


Coy* 


f'tfebi 


Otfce Oswald was back in the US, aside from any CIA ^debrief ing^ counterintelligence 
jurisdiction was with the FBI^ 'fc'vf' Ac C M - 

62 Oswald did not in Dallas "settle under the wing of George Me Mohrenschildt, who, 
citing no sources, Kelanson describes as "right-wing and with CIA ties." What is a "tie" 
to **elanson? Why no souce? The White Russian community there was right-wing but what 
make ^4 J4, who was openly contemptuous of some of them, right-wing? This ^/scholarship? 

63 Oswald's "new status as a traitor." Not true and no basis for saying it. 

"...why he was not punished as a. traitor for revealing, s4crets to the Soviets 

Oswald was not a traitor and not only had he no sezrets to give the Soviets, not only 
is there no evidence that he gave them anything, what king of scholar does hot know that 
there must be evidence and testimony and there was no evidence and no possible testi- 
mony on any aspect of this. It is irresponsible, immature, unreasonable and baseless. 

Refers to Oswald 's "observations about the deployment patterns of the Soviet 
military" based om something someone allegedly said th$t Oswald asid and nothing else. 

Does he mean comments by observation, or what Oswald Baw? Assuming that Oswald actually 
said it, there is nothing in what he has before on this to indicate that it was not something 
ghat Oswald had read^He was never in a position to see such deployments throughout the 
USSR. Which was pretty well known in any event by other means, including U-2 phptography. 

Then there is what is really wild and was never su^ested by anyone, "T^e CIA 

64 would not have sacrificed its priced U-2 just to provide a cover for a fake defector." 
Assuming on the basis of nothing but the smoke he has blown that Oswald served in 

an intelligence function in the USSR Me lan son saja what he has not addressed and cannot 
prove, that Oswald "continued in a domseti copying role for the CIA" (which was prohibited 
the CIA by law and it is absolutely irrational to even suggest that he could have done for 
it what could justify the great risk involvedin using him in domestic operations). "Nor would 
he continue to have CIA contacts." I am confident he'll not come up with anything sub- 


stantial in what follows and he has yet to show that Oswald had any CIA contacts at any 


time in Ida life to this point in Melanson's uninformed , inaccruate and distorted account 


of his life. 

The penultimat^sentence in this chapter is wildly irrational and were it not is 
without justification in the chapter: "The only way Oswald could be accepeted as not (his 
emph. ) being the traitor who downed the spy plane i8 if the Agency had precise control 
over the subtsance and number of 'secrets' he delivered to the KGB." 

This is a complete and shocking departure from any rational concept of scholar- 
ship and honesty. U'hft krtvM- ^ U . 

It is even worse if he believes he has established these statement in this chapter 
-becauso if tic dees he da nuts. "* 


Chapter 3 

65 He uses links" as he used "ties," with no definition of either or any similar 
word. These words have little meaning except what he seeks to impart by suggestion rather 
than proof. It is the same in "CIA-related activities." What is "CIA-related" is what the 
reader takes from it. Moreover, there can be a relationship that has no meaning at all, 
like a boc/jf store frta which it or its people get books or magazines. A newsstand, etc. 

Oswald " founded a chapter of the Fair Play for Cuba Committee." False. There was 
no New Orleans chapter. 

66 With regard to Oswald's picketing of the carrier WaBp, he reflects his ignorance of 
basic and established fact with what he does not say. Here he is trying to make a case of 
Oswald not being alone and being involved with the CIA and he does not know or worse, does 
not 30 e the significance in the fact that someone else was involved in this with Oswald. 

Melanson, convinced that he knows all there is to know, again flaunts his ignorance 

in saying that when Oswald picketed the old (which he does not say) International Trade *%rt 

that was the third time he picketed. The is false. Oswald was quite active in such picket- 

P(i 

ing but the Commission did not reppirt all of them. Again his ignorance, he says that 

when Oswald did this "the local TV news cameras were there." Not all, only two, and 

Oswald himself arranged for that. This is in the Commissions materials and he should knoww it 


He says Oswald "founded the chapter" of the FFCC. Again, absolutely false. There 
was no chapter. There was only Oswald's phony business and it was not related to the FPCC. 

% made it up, as Helanson should know. And if he does know, there is no excuse for 

his persisting misrepr4esentation of it. 

67 Melanson says that it was only jrhree days lutiTTtiiit after Oswald appeared unannounced 
gt Carlos Brinfeuier 1 s store that Oswald picketed the Trade ‘‘art. He cites ®ony S umne rs * 
book as his source. I've noticed that quite often he cites books for what those books 
took from the Commission's publication instead of citing the orig ina l. Commission source. 

This is an old trick of the rip-off artists who have been so active in this field. By seeming 
to be generous in crediting other and earlier publication they obscure the fact that they 


do not credit the sources where they want to give the idea that what is not credited is 

And u-ity- 

their own original work. There are a numebr of instances of thiB at this poiirt. Uf-t fix. 

0\ af J h *T7 * 1 ^ 1 ^ Idkbvtk- 

Tliere are twjj versions of this time lapse in the Commission's evidence and bothfarS~ 

publ.siej 

wrong. That they are wrong is established by a Secret Service record of which he knows ns 

1 

nothing, apparently, although I published it in a book in his bibliography. The leads 
were there for following, /Melanson didn't follow them and I did. Bringuier's Btory is just 
plain false, as the Secret Service record I refer to establishes and I have additional 


documentary proof in Bringuier's handwriting and dated by him. ify point here is that 
despite his pretense to be an authentic expert helanson simply is not and oblivious of 
it flaunts his ignorance as he tries to build a phony case in his boo^ and a phony rep- 
utation for himself. There is much, much more of this than I've indicated. He avj&d. 
dependable sources, whatever his reason, ignores the vast amount of documentation now 
available, draws upon the undependable, particularly conspiracy theorists whose work just 
stinks, and puffs himself up with the manner in which he handles this stuff. 

Sloppy, sloppy, ignorant still again when he pontificates, "It wkuld be interesting 

to know thA ultimate source of the 'tip' that brought Bj^nguier into a confrontation with 

Oswald," inferring that it was part of the nonexisting CIA plot of which Oswald vof part. 

Tne truth is that this is in the Warren books, in part, the part that identifies the Cuban 

„ . CeJSt 

friend of Bringuier s who ran and told him. The name slips my mind at the moment. The 

A 



actuality is that Oswald himself set out to do this, what it would have helped Afelanson* a 
c^atrived case had he but known it. But despite his pretenses (that are just as false in 
The Murkin Conspiracy) he has done no real investigation of his own and depends f/n undepemd— 
able secondary sources, as will soon be seen. Oswj£d spent quite a bit of time and effort 
conspicuously picketing close to bringuier s store — and was ignored, was seen doing 
this regularly on Canal Street, the main street very close to Bringuier s store. Only most 
sensible Cubans stayed away from bringuier. He was known in that community as "El Estupdd— 
es." This means "The Stupidity." Those le^el— headed Cubans took their complaints to the 
Catholic Cuban Relief and Mrs. Elise Ceraigjia, who ran it. Bad Melanson followed the 
leads in the Warren material he'd- have interviewed her, as I did. (And not only her, others.) 

Melanson replaced "source" with "friend" in quotes, implying that it was not a 
friend who told -“ringuier where Cgvald was. (And 1J ringuier did not have to "search," 
as “elanson says, to find Odwald.) Then he does correctly provide the name, Celso Memandeg, 
and asks where he got the information. Tnia is in the Warren testimony i he saw it! 

"Bringuier and his associates were extensively involved with the CIA.? False. 

This, Melanson seems to say, is because Bringuier was the "New (Orleans head of the 
Djrectarjo Revolutio nario Estudantil ." which he proceeds to exaggerate and misrepresent. 

There was but a single New u rleans member of the DRK: Bringuier. So, he "'headed^himself ! 

There were organizations that had been financed by the CIA, Uka the Cuban Revo- 
lutionary Council, but that finding haB ceased, as had any relationship with the CIA through 
it. 

"Bringuier was the publisher of a right-wing New Orleans Newsletter. *t was 
funded by the ^rusade to ^ree Cuba." Sou^re: T ony Summers' book. The actuality is that 
the then defunct Crusada, as it was known, was started by two Cubans, with one of whom, were 
he not so ignorant of the facts, Melanson could have used to forward his argument because 
he could alleged an Oswald 1 * connection^ with him, the late il onnie Caire. (Who was a 
registered foreign agent! Wow? What Melanson could have embellished that in toil ! ! ) It 

a,/ 

was* /rip-off , the U rusada. The other guy had been the last x *ew Cleans head of the Cuban 
/^evolutionary Council. The CIA broke its ties with the CRC— and again, what ^elanson could 



have done were he not so ignorant of what is well-knonw, in this instance by Warren 
Commission publication - tho very month Oswald appeared in li ov Orleans. That guy, whose 
name also escapes me at this moment, had to flee New O r i e ans, to escape a ^ogan Act 
charge. The name is Sergio Axcacha^’liv » . 

Citing S umme rs as the source, “elanson says that the Crusade was "yet another 
ClA-jfunded anti-Castro organization." False. Never any CIA connection and the "organi- 
zation" consisted of those two characters. U-frfad. /» Hi ft Ur& /frhCtt-Atf - J Scffhr 

68 Asking why Oswald, after being arrested, asked to be interviewed by the FBI and 
then lying to that agent, ‘‘elanson says, "One explanation is that he was siting the 
Bureau's files as part of establishing his pro-^astro cover, a ook/ar he needed in order 
to pursue certain intelligence activities 0 which will be discussed on the next chapter)." 

The one thing Oswald would have done, had that been the purpose Melanson mind- 
reads into existence, mas to have seen to it that he would not have had such a cover. 

Throughout this manuscript, as is true throughout The Murid n Conspiracy, Melanson 
displays a childish concept of the FBI and Cl A and intelligence in general. He gives 
a story-book acccount that even for such an account is childish and immature. Tne FBI 
has and keeps extensive files and checks infommation out. They knew there was nothing to 
Oswald's stpry and came close to ignoring it entirely, /fad he not "defected" they'd have 
ignored it entirely. They also knew that there was no pro-Castro activity in W ew Orleans. 

They had and they checked sources, so if Oswald had in mind what ^elanson putfT*s there, he 
failed, as anyone acting with an intelligence agency would have known and as any intelli- 
gence ageny would have prevented. 

Melanson says that Oswald went to the unemployment office "looking for demonstrators." 
He i n fact went there to hire someone to help him with his picketing. One young man, Charles 

ITt-y 

Hall Steele ,/took the short-lived Job. Melanson again avoids names, as he does more than not, 
a strange form of scholarship and of writing. Melanson says also that Oswald had only one 
helper. Now if Melanson had done any investigating, as he didn t and I did, he'd have knmwn 
from two obvious sources, the man who reported Oswald's ITK picketing to the FBI, Jesse 
Core, a public relations man who had his office in the ITlf building and who also had that 



function for the ITK , and Steele. Both told me that Oswald had at least one other assistant, 
unknown to Steele. Other anti-Castro sources say he had more t!.an these two and worked out 
of an automobile, which he did not have. 

, ex- 

citing non* Commission sources, testimony, ^(dibits sad documents, Melanson ends 

this page saying thAt Oswald "and his lone helper passed out leaflets Just long enough to 

be photographed by a mobile unit (sic) from a(sic) local TV station." 

h . 

Well! This does establosh his ignorance of the very records he cites' and of the 

4 

well-known information and the reputable and even some of the disreputable literature* 

That "mobile unit" did not exist and it fnaa two, not one, TV stations, WDSU and 
WWL, Mid the Comrsission published frames from both films and U3ed them extensively in 
questioning witnesses and seeking identifications of people. In each instance there was 
only a single cameraman with a shoulder-bag. WDSU's photographer, Johann Rush, did not even 
go the few blocks to his studio after filming Oswald, fje took a woman who worked in the 


ITM building to lunch. 

0 70 "Behind Oswald's pro-Castro facade lay numerous linkages to the Byzantine world 
of the anti-Castro mol4ment." No source is given and no real source can be. He clearly is 
referring to what proceeds in this cheater and that is worse than worthless- it iB mis4 
leading and/or false and fabricated. 

Again, Baselessness, sloppiness or ignorance where he refers to Oswald's distribution 

t* 

of copies of a pamphlet hy Corliss Hamont, "The Crime Against Cuba,/ with "the address sft 

* 

stamped inside the back cover: FPCC, 544 Camp St., New Orleans, la." What he does not say 


is that only a few had this address stamped in them. Most didn t. The Commission had some 

r\ 

trouble getting the copy with this address from the FBI, as he fails to report. 

71 In refering to the office of ^uy Banister being in the 544 Camp Street building 

t f J>o u-irCe Ji fyr ihi he oh t'h y £ bui/ciii}^.] 

Melanson gi^s a very large lily by giving seven; “Tor the first time he cites one of my 
books and he is careful to obscure the fact that it was the first and the othe*^ followed 


and copied from it. He does not list it forst. He cites to more than the office being in 

that buidjling and mixes the undependable with the depandable, leaving the reader no way 
of knowing which is dependable, if he actually knows, and which isn't. Some that might 
be assumed to be dependable , like Jim Garrison's books, are least dependable. 



The footnote typography, without spacing or paragraphing, is confusing. I see now 
tha|he gives but three sources on the building and -“amster in it but what I say above 
with regard to it is true as is the next footnote in which he mixes undependable sources 


for wj[jat he says about ^ainster 

72 By putting "detective agency" in quotes he pretends that Banister did not have one. 
fte did, and he was also engaged in various extreme-right activities. He also fails to note 

& l> 0 * 

that a source he depends on elsewhere, Jim <?arrts5H)r''places ^aiiisteri office on the second 
floor when it was to the first, the street floor with a private entrance. 

He says that BajSster "helpt^io establish the CIA-backed Cuban ^evolutionary Front, 
giving -Summers as his source. Jn fact the Frente, -as - igb-was called, was organized before 


jganister had any involvement with it, if he had any. Summers uses sources who have no 

credibility at all. „ 

bid on 'Ac 

For the fact that men one of whom used the name "Oswj/ad" asked for a wratr a g ixmf 
sale on 10 vehicles to be used as ambulances in Cuba( Melangfsn sayB " trucks* "} he 
avoids giving a source but has an i^elevant source indicated at the end of the next sentence. 
This information appeared in my Oswald In W ew Orleans, from which Summers picked it up and 
used it, with my assent, although he did not credit it. 

He gives no *■■■ source for what there is absolutely no reason to believe, that 
Banister "knew" or "knew of" Oswald before he returned from the USSR. 

If what follows is true, as some isn't, it has no real point except in an amateurish 

JJfc' 

fiction. When he gets to address 'Oswald had noted in his addressbook he cites Summers as 

76 the source . fye well knows that this originated in Oswald In/^ew Orleans, from which 

Summers and others adopted it. And when he gets to the non-existing addresses there, I am 

the one who checked them out and later gave them significance, and that originates in the 

same book. Others who used it added nothing to it, as he also knows. 

He says this strange matter of those notations by u swqld "is easily explained by his 

working for the Agency." He doesn't say how and it isn't true. Another bit of fiction-writing 

rather than non-fiction: he makes it up as he goes and probably believes it. 

IjE SijiYJi 'PHAJP OsJ/wad, the "potential left-wing spy (a new kind of "spy") walked 



into the nerve center of anti— Castroism in Hew Orleans and tried to palm himself off 


as an anti-Castro activist." There was no such things as a nerve center for that activity 

there, whatever he may mean by "anti-Castroism," and anji only once, in the store of The 

Cqstho u 

Stupodity, did Oswald pretend being anti-Jfestor- and then not An "activist." ff* had done 
nothing anti-Castro. 

He continues to blow smoke and call it links of a chain, He has the CIA administering 
anti-Castro groups from 11 ew Orleans, when there was no such ne<T"djt and he has no evidence. 

He cites an undepenable source for saying the CIA. had an operation there but he could, 
if he knew the material, jjdiave sited a dependable source, the Church committee of the 
U.S. Jienate. But that does not mean it was supervising anti-Castro work and there is no 
evidence that it did there. He does cite this committee (on 7^ for the mail-opening 
work the CIA did there, but that does not relate to what he is talking about in any Way. 
says he learned under i'CIa, big deal, and the only such personal claim he's been able 


to make to this poi^trf", despite his puffery, that in 19^7 the CIA had 22 employees there. But 
he does not say what they were doing, when A. he could and should have, instead deliberately 


misleading the reader. The CIA's domestic-contact service has an open office, listed in the 
phone book, and that has employeesp^#- alsohad a f station chief. makes a big deal about 


a station chief's neae that is a big secret, with an undependable source. At the time of 
those 22 employees -in all -the CIA had in Afcw Orleans the station chief's name was well 

,»<>*,. It ... <**.. Hwy n ^ s*fi*rcU/n. 


He concludeWthis chapter saying that "Oswald's ostensible 


;tro activities 


were firmly enmeshed in the city's anti-Castro subculture." Tbis is wordswordswordswords. 
^e has established nothigg at all, certainly not what he claims in this sentence. ~?t is 
an incompetent, overwritten, exaggerated, fabricated, imaginary "meshi" that he just has 
not established. 

The one thing he continues to establish is his own ignorance and his systematic 
departures from authentic scholarship. Ho real scholar - not even the National Enquirer — 
would even think of using 11 in wteOe ^elphine Roberts, Canister's former secretary, as an 


only and a dependable source, as he does 



In addition to what I say about Helanson' s FOIA request to learn the number of 
CIA employees in i( ew Orleans, in and of itself a useless inquiry, reflecting a lack of 
understanding of what is and is not important and significant and an amateurish and 
immature approach, Helanson is unfair to the CIS in his use of the information. 

Both the FBI and CIA do have responsibilities, proper and necessary responsibilities. 

Hew Orleans is a large and important poit and base of commerce, particularly with 
Latin America. One of the proper functions of its International Trade Mart waB to pro- 
mote business. x his business was in part with dictatorships , like those of S amo za and 
Trujillo in Central America and Pinochet and others in South America. They had many 
enemies and when they or those representing them went to i *ew Orleans there was, as 
there should have been, governmental concern over untoward eoents , including efforts to 
assassinate them. Thus the CIA and the FBI had to be prepared to frustrate any such ef- 
forts and that required them to be informed, to keep up with what exile groups might be 
up to. With the FBI, as an example, in those days SA Yfarren de Brueya covered the ITM as 
a reporter or policeman covered a beat. This (required extra personnelbe assigned by both 
agencies. 

Because New Orleans is a large port for sea and air transportation, there were 
more returning travellers to be interviewed by the CIA's domestic contact service than 
say IN Dallas or St. L 0 uis. 

Helanson Infers that all those CIA people, including clerical personnel of whom 
he makes no mention and who swelled the number to 22, were engaged in spooking. This is 
not true and in the way he uses it it is not honest. 



Chapter 4 


80 To refer to David, Ferrie as a homosexual does not satisfy the need of this 
amateur novelist pretending non— fiction. He pd says he wa3 fired by Eastern Airlines bee* 

cause of "his on-the-job homesexual activities." No source give^n fact it was as he 
have known a New Orleans police case and it involved juveniles. He says Ferried 
"was hairless from head to toe" but cites no soufce. Jt was alopaecia totalis(approK. 
spelling) and the only original source is Oswald Xn New Orleans. Much of this trash is 
without source eitation, but (&en he does cite sources and as usual uses secondary sources 

81 makes needless mistakes that do reflect his personal ignorance of the sub- 
ject-matter t "Ferrie was in a federal courtroom in New Orleans watching as Marios Marcello 
was being cleared of charges that had resulted in his temporary deportation." There is 

no such things as a "temporary deportation." He was cleared of i mmi gration charges. 

Ferrie was not in the courtroom. That is prohibited for witnesses, which ^Srrie was. 

And as I report accurately in Oswald J-n New u r leans, with a cited and i r»jw»d l»a 

quoted FHL report as evidence, he was in the witness room, where witnesses are until they 

testify. He was with FBI SA Hegjn Kennedy, who filed the report T^Talso was a scheduled 

i 1,110 3 s • 

"Ferrie' a precise relationship, with !*arcello is not known." -*-t is not known only 
to fakers pretending to be experts. Me had only one relationship with Marcello, and it waB 
not a direct relationship. Ferrie was a friend of and was used as an investigator by one 
of ii arcello , s New Orleans lawyers, G. Wray Gill, (as the prtendedly omniscient Melanson 
failed to note in the preceeding chapter, Ferrie also worked with and hung out with Guy 
J§anister.) Gill recommended to the late Jack Vfasserman, a Washington imigration specialist 
with a fine reputation, that they use ferrie as an investigator. Vasserman was the lawyer 

q W d i // • 

in charge of that imnigration^*case defense. He agreed /^t is ^Srrie who went to Guatemala 
and cmriA back with the evidence that got Marcello^ acquitted. u(l sec he does have /"brrie 
working with Canister lower on thiB page, ^his is characteristic of the endless jumping ft 


around I've observed up to this point. ^ didn't take time to organize his^writing. ) 

working for the CIA. His citations lack credibility aft^roport 



unconfirmed rumors/ There is njfreal evidence of any kind and no real reason to believe 
that ^'errie flew CIA missions to Cuba, bombed it in raids or rescued anti-Castroites. If 
I r ememb er correctly, internal CIA records state that he did not work for it. Melanson 
boasts of his time in their reading room so he should be able to put it one way or the 
other from the CIA’s disclosed records. 

He refers to “the C u ban0exile training camp outside Hew Orleans." In fhet there 
were at least three, all of no significance in training, and they* were not/ "iutside 
Hew Ore Ians." They were all on the far side of Hake Pontachar train, which is 30 miles wide, 
as I recall. They were in St. Tammany's Parish and at least one was a scam. 

He says this camp was raided "by federal agents seeking to enforce President 
Kennedy's order forbidding anti-Castro military activitios on U.S. soil. " I know ol 


no Presidential "order ' of this description, which is minor collared to the rest/ of what 
happens when pr imar y sources are not used. His one citation is to the House Assassina- 
tions Committee and to a new story. 

Prom the top, the one he refers to was not a "camp" or any kind of "training camp." 

I was there; he wasn't. It was a bungalow loaned to some Cubans by the McLaney who had been 

Lu,paw 

involved in mafia gamj&ing in Cuba. His brother was a tennis star. Thef'used it to store 
an strange assortment of explosives that with their conopet of secrecy and security they 
brought in An an open C-Haul trailer. Then, in cleaning up the accumulation of leave? and 
other trash on the tfgounds and setting fire to it, they almost set the house with all those 
explosives in it on fire. A neighbor phoned to complain to the local Sheriff and he notified 
the FBI and the FBI raided them and saved that part of that Parish, off Ponchartrain 
Boulevard^ frotjdevastation. JFH had nothing to do with it. 

83 In blowing all of this so far out of reason he says of ,those he says are *errie's 

nnK 

CIA-linked associates, like JTanistor, who really had no such leek, that Sergio Arcacha i> mith 
of the CHC "had an office at 544 °amp Street at the same time Oswald used this address on 
his pamphlets." No sou&e and there can^t be any because it is fictitious. The CdC had not 
been in that building for a year or more and Arcacha had ftjld |fcw Orleans long before then. 



At the bottom of the pafe he does admit that the CIA told the Justice ^apartment 
that it had had no relationship with perrie and had no file on him* That he has not cited 
anything that reasonable people can regard as refuting this did not deter helanson from 
wandering about in his fictions he regards as fact. 

84 In going tfaTTnto Pertie becoming suspect he again avoid? the origins / source and 

cites dne using it. It was first in V(£hitewash II ( 1 96b) and then in Oswald In Hew Orleans 

(1967). and he can't even^ge^si^ple things like this straight:"He was taken in for 

£ 

questioning by the FEE but was released." He was arrsted, not just "taken in," by Jim 

Garrison s offlc&vSnJit dragooned both the Secret Service and the very unwilling FEE 

into questioning Ferrie. After they placed no charges, ^arrison, not the^FBI, releasedhim. 

He refer^to what Ferrie did after the Marcello tr^il was over, which was the day 

JPK was assassinated, and says his "movements" are "unexplained." .This is false. They war® 

explained, by at least three people in the Warren Commission materials and more in the 

disclosed FBI records to which he has yet to make a single citation, suyh ie his scholarship. 

may not believe the explanat Mrid the whole business - that I brought to light, not 
other 

the/sources he cites -is at least strange. But not unexplained. 

As usual his scholarship requires that as many names as he can be omitted so he 
does not mention those of Ferrie 1 s companions. ^He refers to the phone calls that were 
made but he ha£ no real knowledge or understanding because he'd never have ignored the fact 
that one^ffas to flkrcello ' s motel. However, it was by unnamed Alvin ^eauboeuf, whose mother 
worked there and he _phoned her. 

86 He B ay 3 , "By far the most significant of Ferrie' s activities and associa- 

tions are those involving bee Harvey Oswald." he th4n says that Ferrie ^led the ffev 
Orleans unit of the Civil Air Patrol." He gives no dates for ifferrie's leadership and 
there were two such CAP unites not one. How well informed he is!! 

"In 195b, while /^errie led the New Orleans CAP, Lee Harvey u swald joined." There is 
n^source indicated here b$t the one at the end of the next sentence cannot apply. The ifir 
truth is that when Oswald was in that CAP unit Ferrie was and had been inactive and not 
on the CAP roster. Some connection! !! '.And "association."! '. !He is just ignorant of the 


h ch J> fV/J 1 

rea ily available data or doesn't give a damn or both* *A<a ^ / 

87 Ho begins this page by assuming what he has not shown, a ^erie-Oswald relationship? 

"One might assume this (Oswald in tho /farines) would be av; end bk of any relationship 
between fkrr±o and Oswald.... Qb)ut Oswald was again in £ 'errie's company after returning 
from Russia. "(The is no footnote to this entire paragraph so we are to divine the sougee, 
unless he did that, which is probable.) 

In what follows his lone source is the completely undependable Oelphine Roberts, 
second-hand from Summers, for whom she had been conditions by Garrison^s people and others. 
Aside from those personal qualities which make it impossible to credit her, particularly 
as a l»ae oduroe, and tho fact that- she radically changed what she was saying after her 
initial refusal to be interviewed and speak at all, she was then engaged a feud with 
Banister's heirs over possession of some of hia papers. Using her as a witness to Oswald 
and ■ c errie being seen together reflects adversely on 1J elanson's knowledge, judgement and 
professional and literary standards. It is anything but the conclusive proof represented. 

It is not unfair, however, to refer to the Clinton, I«. witnesses as "solid evidence. 
Unlike Melanson I met and spoke with those people. They were impressive and none appeared 
to have any reason for not being truthful. 

I believe but am not certwin that .^elanson is wrong in saying their existence was 
not know to the Commission and I am certain it was known to the FBI and that I have or 
have seen its reports on them. 

The real question is of identifications did they see the people they say they saw 
or did they see others who lAoked like those they said they saw. Impressive as they were, 
the New Orleans jury in the Shaw case was not moved by their appearance and testimony. *t 
deliberated only an hour in acquitting Clay Shaw. 

88ff Clinton is more the* "a hundred miles north of New Orleans." 

He has about ten pages on the CIA's domestic-intelligence adventures. These can be 
relevant only if a firm link to the CIA is established. Hg does not do it and he cannot. 

He return!^ to Clinton and its witnesses at the bottom of page 96. But before ^tting 
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he seeks to build his phony case of an Oswald-Ferrie association by referring to Ferrie 

f v* 

as Oswald’s "old CIA buddy," which is at least an exaggeration and I believe is not in 
any sense established. Had ftela/vason consulted the FBI's records origi n ally withheld 
that I obtained he would have known that for the period of time Oswald could have been 
in the CAP Ferrie was out of it. The FBI depended not on the recollections of people 


Jv\ i i UaJ 'tm f/Xfry F*yv> e -Of 

mostly then boys Strt~6h the OAF’S records. - ) He a] 


mostly then boys but On the CAE's records.} He also displays the smattering of ignorance 
he pnimg off as expertise in saying, on page 92, that "OOINTELPRO was a massive counter- 
intelligence effofct conducted by the Bureau against radical and left-wing groups in Amer- 
ica." It was not in any sense a "counterintelligence" operation. It was an operational 
function ~by means of whicl} jtheFBI^created tensions , disturbances and disunity within 
the targeted groups. It was a meagfi by which it sought to harm them and people in them 
by an assortment of dirty tricks that included character assassination, suspicions of 
marital infidelity and in general a bad public image of them and people in them. It was 
in an effort to make these wror^ul activities appear to be legitimate that the FBI re- 


sorted to Orwell and called them XXKX "Counterintelligence." The CIA’s CHAOS was a 
similar operation with similar objectives. 

Without the firm connection to the CIA that is missing this amounts to padding 
and is irrelevant. 

But with all of this space devoted to what he has not made relevant he avoidis 
two basic tests for the Clinton story: is it reasonable and if it is, is it possible? 
Whether or not the young man seen there was Oswald, was it reasonable that a man like 
Ferrie would be with a man like Clay Shaw has to be addressed. All that is known about 
Shaw says he would not have had any association with a man like Ferrie. But were this 

not true, or had it been true that it had been Banister rather than Shaw (whichis from 

v (n, Ondj 

the Shaw defense, as Melanson does not say), what purpose did either man serve? There 

is nothing in the story from the Clinton witnesses that says that either made any effort 

W 

at all to help Oswald get^what was not an important job. From the stpries they just 
stood around and served no function at all, other than providing transportation, and 


for that neither was necessary. Nor was Ferrie , in any conjectured role. H^ad Clay Shaw 
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wanted to get Oswald a job, first of all, it would not have been in Clinton but in New 
Orleans, where without any difficulty at all he could have gotten Oswald employment* He 
could have given him a job at the ITM, where he was the boss, and he had multitudinous 
connections, business, professional, social and political. While to a lesser degree this 
is true of Canister, there are many places he could have located Omii Oswald and it 

would have been much less trouble that taking a day to go to Clinton. It is probable 

ClMsJj /viyt 

tha either could have been of more help to Oswald"" at Clinton merely by using the phoned 
So, although the Clinton witnesses are impressive and appear not to have any ul- 
terior purposes, their story does not answer the basic questions of reasonablness and 


probability that any investigator, writer or scholar should ask. ........ 

99 On returning to the allege d^errie connection Me lanson says without question that 
Oswald was always under some agency's control , "What may have prevented further surveillance 
activities relating to Clinton oi. CORK he has not established that there were any at 

all in the Clinton story) was that Oswald was suddenly being moved back to D a llas via 
Mexico. " This is nonsense and from a scholar, it is wor^i" than nonsense. 

The young man did not qualify for employment at that hos|ri.tal. Period.. So leaving 
there had nothing to do with some mysterious force "moving" him. Aid none of this is in 
any way related to "any further surveillance & . . . of COHB.B 

Melanson always pretends to be an expert on the spookeries but he displays less actual 
knowledge of them than a reasonably intelligent person would get from rea din g well-done 
novels about them. (This is starkly apyramt apparent in the last part of The MURKIN 
CONSPIRACY.) If any agency had *moved" Oswald to Mexico and thence back to Dallas it 
would not have had him travel the way he travelled and he would not have been permitted to 
be as conspicuous as he made himself. While they all use some strange types, they all also 
observe the demands of tradecraft and they av&id, except for possibly special purposes, 
those who attract attention to themselves. In transit and in Mexico City Oswald violated 
all that is taught an^ is essential, as he had repeatedly before then, and thus he became 
a liability and a danger to any spookery that used him. This is just greasy kid-stuff, not 


schol rship or responsible writing. 


r- 
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101 More sloppiness, ignorance, carelessness and irresponsible writing: "Ferrie was 

taken into custody by the Secret Service shortly after his skating trip." It was n&£. by 

> r a-< y> Tk ffil- J 

the 'Secret'^eiTviceT ’Kow can he be so grossly ignorant of what is so very well know and, 

if he had not examined the official recorete, is fully and accurately reported in some of 
the books he presumeably read, like Oswald In New Orleans? It was by Jim Garrison. And 
Ferrie was not "taken into custody." He gave himself up. In going for the irresponsible 

<y 

theorizing and conjecturing of the exploiters and other uninformed and undependable 
authors and in lacking the ability to investigate and abaltajer an his own Melanson misses 
___ what he could have used responsibly and reasonably of that strange trip Ferrie took. He 
quite obviously expected something to happen. learning whether or not it had is what 
accounts for the phone c all s he made back to **ew Orleans. This is not conjecture. The 
fact is that he expected some kind of word from his lawyer/f riend G. Wray Gill and he . 

Uj-tx-J- A) u n. a*** &-<- .MvO 

kept checking to learn if he had that word. He did get wKStSVerTie^expected from Gill, 

He spent the last night of that three-day trip with a friend (who I interviewed and 

GitfluJ U /* Fd / rj c-<X cL ) / (feT , 

Melanson didn't) and then, the next morning, turned himself in to Garrison's office} 

That Melanson could make this kind of mistake repeatedly an A-repeet edly says that 
he not only does not have the expert knowledge he pretends, he also lack the understanding 
required for this kind of writing. But factual errors like this permeate this book and the 
previous one. To a degree they are careless, but they virtually all reflect ignorance of 

jj 

the basic material all of whicJ) ie' readily available to him. 

"THe reason for the question has never been explained," the question being had 
Oswald borrowed Ferrie' s library card. Ignorance again. It had been reported, by a wery 
undependable source who immediate undertook to get Ferriej^in trouble, that He had loaned 
his ward to u swald. Who, it happens, did not need any, having his own. 

U , 

He th «n says that "Ferrie was under heavy surveillance" by Garrison. <'e doesn t 
have the remotest notion of Shat "heavy surveillance" is - and he cites no source. In 
fact the only survillance was on Ferrie' s apartment, and that was not by any police or 
Garrison employee. It was by a young man one of Garrison's detectives used. 



A oimor but typical exaggeration is his statement that "a large bamb" was found 
in Ferris' s apartment after he died. What he fails to say is that it was disarmed and 
thus could cause no damage. 

102 Any unsupported inference thkt the D ^MB^ del Valle murder in Miami was connedted 
with Ferris' s death, an apparent suicide, ignores the high incidence of brutal murders 
among anti-Castro Cubans in the Miami area. There was a high incidence of murder, often 
seeming to be from political disputes and most often by the far right. That the two men 

knew each other is meaningless. ***** *-**/•" W **'*« 

103 He concludes this phapter with a gross error and a misrepresentation of the meaning 
of his quotation of the HSCA's conclusion: "Since Oswuld consistently demonstrated a left- 
wing Marxist ideology, he would not have supported the anti-Castro movement. ..." (102) Of 
this Melanson says, SSsra'The assumption that Oswald's left-wing involvements were real 
rather than a charade has forced all official inquiries into weak explanations like the 
one above* The HSCA is explicit in saying that Oswald was of the left and there is nothing 
at all weak about this statement, which is not any kind of "explanation." All official 
inquiries were convinced and *** stated their convictions straightf orwardly , Oswald was 

of the left. There is nothing weak^about any of them. If Melanson were familiar with the 
fiveOvolume report^ThBJ ordered of the FBI before he appointed the Commission he would 
know that it could not have been anymore explicit. Indeed, it exaggerated and magnified 
Oswald's leftism. (The alternative is familiar with this document, known as 

Commission document 1, and ignores it because it is so diametrically opposite what he 
here states.) As a resuljr of the official effort to establish that Oswald was of the 
left even his writings when he was 16 years old were published. Oswald was consistent: 
he was always of the left and never of the right. 

Chapter 5 

105 More of the sloppiness and/or carelessness that never ends. In the fottnote he 

D. 

says that Oswald took apartments in ^Dallas after he returned from Mexico. Never once. 

He had cheap and crummy rooms in roondngV^ousejl and a private home.The^can be deliberate. 



however, to lead the reader to believe th*t Oswald had more money than his known income 


represented. 

Here he is explicit in assuming Oswald's guilt, without any assessment of the evidence 
and in contradiction to the books he cites when citing them serves his preconceptions 
of Oswald's intelligence involvement. 

He also contradicts his argument that Oswald was a functionary of a domestic- 
intelligence operation because he describes Oswald's one "street brawl" in New Orleans, 
in which Oswald did not begin & fracas with Bringuier, as "street brawls" which attain 
his words, "evidence of mental turmoil that would induce him to commit murder the very 
next month." He then says maybe this behavior was rational, "as a covert /act! on frame of 
Reference." But he had included Oswald's attempted suicide in Moscow, in which he al- 
most succeeded in killing himself, as part of his alleged instability, "mental turmoil." 

Now he says that maybe it was rational. He wants everything both ways and to be able to 


select which suits his arguing of his jr preconceptions. 

although he bases very much on Oswald's political views he has not at any point 
made any effort to define this. They are definable from a clear record. Oswald was an anti- 
Soviet and anti— American Communist Party young man who claimed to be a Marxist. The FBI and 
the Commission never once referred to him a s a Comm^iist. So what was he? He said he was 
a Trotskyite and this is consistent with hie hatred of the USSR and US Communists. There 
is nothing at all inconsistent with a very abundant record Oswald left on this and if 
Melanson does not know this be is much too ignorant to have presumed to write such a book. 

If he does know it, then he is ver^ dishonest. 

He begins this chapter with an account of Oswald going to a D al la s ACLU meeting 
with Michael Paine and he depends on Michael Paine's opinions. But he has not at any 
point had a word to say about this or about Paine of about Paine's separation from his 
wife Ruth or the fact that whatever Ruth' s politics were, she had Trotskyite close relatives, 
'•‘•'his was established in the FBI's investigation of them, all available to/felanson and 

(Lr O/lJs 

all ignored, by him - if he was even aware of them* AJJL indications in both books that 



except in pursuit of his prconcpetions in his "safe^ formulation, of assuming guilt in 
both crimds and thus supporting the official mythologies, he made no effort to examine 
these disclosed records. Which, I emphasize, he excludes from his credits and acknow- 
ledgements and his bibliographies in both books. 

It is apparent that both Paines did not liice Dswald. 

107 He aays that after this aCLU meeting and after joining the ACLU Oswald wrote the 
American Communist /arty, -^e implies for the first time, but it wasn't, ^e wrote it when 
he mas 16. As 1 perceive W how ^elanson is going to argue I note that his argument could 
be advanced with reference to Oswald 1 s writing similar letters to both the Communists and 
Socialists when he was 16 and he could not have been honest in both letters. If he does 
not go into this then his knowledge d of the known fact is scanty. Both letters were 
published by the Commission. They were, in fact, the basis of a pointed statement by 
the Academy of Forensic Sciences, of which only the ignorant would not know. 

There is no question about the fact that from his youth on Oswald's record is that 
of a provocateur. Why or whether on behalf of other interests is a question but not the 
fact. If Melanson omits this earlier history and knows it then he is deliberately dis- 
honest. Unless he wants to argue that the spookeries recruit children. 

He argues (l07ff) that Oswild's purpose was to link the ACUJ and the Communist party. 

Maybe he'll say why. He says this was the purpose of Oswald's attendance at the ACUJ 

f 

meeting. His first step in this alleged linkage was to write the Communist Party and ask, 

"Could you advice mein as to the general view £e had on the American 0j.vil liberties Union 
and to what degree, if any, I should attempt to heighten its progressive tendencies. "(emph- 
asis added) Yet this professor/ subject-matter expert makes no effort to describe the 
reaction of the Communist^Party to such a letter. This was a red-fla^ letter. Anyone 
not a Party member who wrlfte it and identified himself with it, the "we", is immediately 
suspect and the Communists were with more reason than most always suspicious. It is, obtaviously, 
a self-serving letter that virtually advertises it provocateur's intent. Nobody working for 
any sppokery would write anything like this and continue with any spookery connection be- 



cause as ^elanson does not say, although it is well-knonw and in the disclosed records 




the &&L FBI had informers working inside many headquarters of the left, inclu d i n g the 

r, QrknJ' 

Communist Party and the FFCC. They thus got (the return-addresses from all letters. 

It- 

What elanson then argues i# childish, like Oswald was inviting the CP to commit 

itself on paper in response to his inquiry, in pursuit of his domestic-intelligence role. 

He says also that if "This letter, hy itself, established a linkage between the two 

organizations. (lOS) This is the maturity of a college professor? ML * 

Oswald did have a postal box for which he authorized receipt of mail to the A.C1XS 
M&ltM Ucy i ^ — 

and non-existing Dallas FPCC. I> ''says, childishly, thipr this also established a "ling"- 
and "another pro-Comuunist 11 hk for the ACLU." it did not establish any link and the only 
may in which this could be conjectured is to prove that the box was under surveillance, 

X „ 

as it was not and as there was no reason to believe. But more, how would be- be a pro- 
Communist link" fir the &ULU? Was the FPCC Communist? It was not! The anti-Communist 

Srotsykites were most prominent in it and at that time the Cuban Communist Party was 

CtoilAv in- 

actively opposing Satro. (What a knowledge of modem history and political scienr this 


college professor displays ! ! ) 

109 Oswald's "FPCC activities were finished." They never began. Pa never engaged in 
any activities for the FPCC, he was never authorized to and he was told by it not to. 
x h^s continues the construction of the phony case fabrication of which began in the 
prior chapter in which Elanson says what was never true, that Oswald's was the FPCC's 
New Orleans charter. Jt never had any there. Mfi ek/ • 

Melanaon never wonders whether there could be any other explanation for Oswald's 
putting both the ACUJ and FPCC in his box rental. One is could he be living 9 ^ fantasy 
of some kind, or coula he have had some unperceived purpose not indicated in what is 
known about him. Instead he just assumes that Oswald had linked the CP and ACLU and, 
with qll the wisdom and knowledge of a college professor/subject-matter expert, wants 
the reader to assume a) that some useful spook purpose would be served thereby and b) 
that it would be unique, never having ^ppened before. 

Can Kelanson possibly be this ignorant? Can there be any innocent explanation? 
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fte next nqoxzskx links two thoughts; the strange description of a tiny room 
Oslfiai rented, half of a room that had been divided into two, "Whatever transpired with 
(sic) Lee's leftist cubbyhole hole (sic) in Dallas," with "the federal bureaucracy may 
well have known about it." The second part of this fanatsy is even stranger than the 
first, whatever he may have meant by "leftist cubbyhole," because he has been saying all 
along that Oswald was part of a federal intelligence agency's domestic-intelligence 

-Am*, 

operation. So, how in the world cfculd he have been ^without the federals knowing it? 




He then flaunts his ignorance and in doing so depends on the date/Sylvia 
Meagher bool. 

(Of all the assassination books, he singles out her truly magnificent book for 
praise in his acknowledgement, her book only. It happens that she i3 the only author 


on whom he depends, without more often than with credit, who is no lojager alive. In 

4 

this he appears to be generous in crediting others when he isn’t where their work is basic, 
indispensible to his. He describes it as "early," which it wasn’t. I alone had published 
at least three and possibly four books before her/s appeared and there were quite a few 
others. Consistent with this he avoids crediting the other substantial works wherever 


possible and not uncom; only credits instead later works that . Mrw^doaK upon these earlier 
and dependable works. Those he favmrs in his citations are, when he can cite them, those 
that like his fabricate solutions of one kind of another and, in general, theorise con- 
spiracies rather than establishing the fact of a conspiracy. He also draws on the work 
of others without crediting it. This is the common practise of those who seek to make 
reputations out of nothing for themselves. Here his citation of her work represents 
ignorance and underscores at the same time that it is dated and that, lacking the know- 
ledge of a real subject expert, he is ignorant of that and of the publicly-available fact.) 
110 Tlie FBI did give the Commission a copy of the letter Oswald wrote the FFCC from 
Dallas, saying it got the copy from "T-2." This professor, this subject-matter expert, does 


not say a word about T-2 or what it reprsents. Instead *■«■■■*» he contrives a self-serving 
question that is stupid, ignorant and reflects a childish, story-book concept of how the 




p&lice and intelligence agencies work and what is important to them: 

"Did T-2 intercept only one Oswald letter, or was the government privy to all the 
leftist missives sent by Oswald and was it also monitoring his new FPCC/ACLU box?” 

Fiust T-2. There is no 3uch person. There may have been and undoubtedly were many 
thousands , if not, many hundreds of thousands, o£ T-2a in the m any miiU nnsof FBI records . 

In New York, In Dallas, in every FBI office, where there is a need to protect any 
source, be it just a source of information of ' an official informer, never referred ttl by 
the FBI this way - they insist on "informant" - identify is protected by substituting 
arbitrary "ffl" numbers on each record. It is not impossible for a single FBI SA to have 
a half-dozen or more different "T-2s" in a single day's output of reports, and the next pf 
time he cite3 these .same sources, they may have entirely diffelcent T numbers. The method 
of numbering is in accord with citation within any report, first is 1, next is 2, etc. 

Who is T-2 today may be T-100 tomorrow. 

So, there was no one person, T-2, to intercept earlier or later Oswald letters. 

How he can regard himself as a subject-expert and still not know what the FBI has 

disclosed cannot be explained, jfe is just ignorant of anything he does not take from 

books or other people except for the scanty and preconceived and ohvious n^t numerous 

re^ding-rom records he has read. The story of this particular T-2 was disclosed by the 

FNI in its general releases (to forstall suits t( at I and probably others had indicated 

would be filed under FOIA) <f f December , 1 977 and January, 1978, close to 100, 000 pages .7^>-s 

T-2 was the FBI!/s, or one of the FBI's, informers inside the PFOC national headquarters. 

Sublime in his ignorance, and to continue his fabrication of a non-existing case, 

he wonders whether T-2 was the "monitoring"of Oswald's box. This is also really stupidl 

Who ever heard of placing outgoing mail inside a postal box and how in the world was 

Oswald going to get inside the post office to put it there and why whuld he? Assuming, 

-t At 

of course, that he never used mailboxes throughout Dallas I 


He next refers to the fact that the }?ost office does not have the required receipt 
for Oswald's rifle mailed to him at this box. He gives no source. He thus pretends that 
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that it is liis own work, derring-do investigator that he is. J -n fact it is crjbbing. 

Which ho doe^f more often than I've indicated, ffeve it is flagrant. 

He next displays his scholar hsip by referring to a Senate subcommittee without 

giving its title o T that of the committee 4f which it is part and instead refers only 

to "the l)odd Committee." It is in this connection that he has another stupid conjecture, 

"Perhaps Oswald or his handlers wanted to create some data on the threat of subversive 
f i <*** cwp_^ y-r l fh \nH ht 77/ fvt. I l 

firepower. First of all, absent Oswald' s alleged assassination, who in the world would 

ever have known that he bought a rifle by mail? What did any such "handling" create 

that did not already exist in innumerable magaiine and other a^s? Can this ^f^eaaeX 

this subject-matter expert, be so ignorant he is not aware of the countless publications 

proving so much material on how to kill, and with what and how and where to get it? Even 

a man who is in the Commission's and the FBI's records as having been propositioned to 

begin wholesale assassinations by killing JFK published such magazines and manuals and 

sold them by advertising. (He is Robert K. Brown, currently publisher of "Soldier of 

Fortune Mgaazine and one to whom Oliver North sent hi 3 agent, Robert Owen, 60 see 


and consult with in his anti-Sandahista adventures.) 

_ .Us 

■‘■his is wor than stupid and ignorant. x t is senseless, but he 
in his fabrication of his non-existing case. 


to anything 


and what he is really saying is that Oswald’ s alleged handlers knew many months 
before it happened, before Oswald left the Dallas area for x 'ew u rleans and/^ent to 

i'exico and returned to Dallas that he would assassinate the president. How else cibuld "fhe 
alleged handkss have been creating something the Dodd subcommittee could use? 

Ill The stupidity and the irrationality are endless, ffe says that if "Oswald was a 
leftist ideologue, the forging links among these various groups would make sense in terms 
of his political world view. " Even were this true, those Unka did not already exist? Of 
course they did! And this assumes that Oswald did forge links, which he did not in any way. 

To carry this notion forward he describes the ACLTJ dishonestly, as an "ultra-liberal 
defender of political freedoms , including those of far-left political action groups like 
the FPCC." Perhaps it did defends the PPCC. He does not give a single specific and x do 
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not have an Independent recollection. But it also defenqfd Nazis and- did o nd- r a c i-st s 

. <u on* 0 * 

and the KKK. (Earlier, again dishonestly to ad&vee his fabrication, he described the 
ACLU as composed of liberals only. This is not true of either its membership of the 
lawyers it used in multitudinous court cases.) 

He next returns to what has been disclosed about the ClAUs improper domestic- 
intelligence operations underjdet the code-name CHAOS, the conjecture that this joadbntont 
"surely included the ACLU." Surely included is a new for/of fact or evidence for him. 
Those records are public and he boasts of his use of the CIA's reading room. And of 
his use of FOIA. Why didn’t he ask the CIA for such records? 

_ He follows. .this with general comment and conjectural interpretation of what the 

CIA was up to with the conjecture that Oswald "was creating a paper jltrail" for the CIA 
to follow to the CP and the ACLU/ This is a~ f.4nry fairy tale, not a paper trail! (l 13) 

'io^y 

Having said earlier/ when it suited his Contrivances, that Owwald had no FPCC 

activity after he loft A/ew Orleans, he here quizes Oswald’s alleged paper-trai^CIA 

fPtc iHtf 

activity, his letter to the A8AU in which he reported to the FPCC on April 15'vhat he 


had picketed in Dalis for the FPCC' the day 


M&efore. 




He th4h says that although a polieeman reported such an incident as Oswald reported 
in /iis letter to the FPCC, "there is no evidence that thisimttm* incident ever occured." 
Heality is whatever suits his purpose. To th^/point where he actually says that April is 
not "late Spring. " So it could not have been Oswald because he left Dallas by April 25. 
4nd he has April 15 wa3 "within a week of" April 25. He has even simple arithmetic problems. 

Having gone through his Clinton hokus-po^us of perhaps ^anister trying to get Oswald 
a job there, he here says that Banister "hired young men to infiltrate college campuses 
in New Orleans and search out prb-Castro sympathizers and activists." Was not Oswald, from 
Melanson’s own decscription of him, ideally suited for this employment by Canister? Why 

the Clinton deal, then? (l$ fact, if Melanson knew anything at all about banister, he also 
hired young men for other duties. I know some who worked for him when they went to college. 


'U\ 


including one seriously cruppled, who found motion awkward, difficult and slow.) 

115 He says that the CIA "announced its intention to conduct covert (domestic) 
activities," citing the House Assassinations Committee as his source. This mean pttbjlfi 
announcement and that not only never happened, it would$>ave been to proc laim law viola- 
tion. What he is really talking about is the CIA's telling the FBI that it was only 
thinking about a Cointelpro operation against the FFCC by "planting deceptive information 


1 a 


which might embarrass the " FFCC. 

OS'- 1 ' 

116 He says that in N ew Orleans "had to print his own literature 13,000 copies;... 

He maat dvave printed, but if he had done any investigating, instead of assuming the 
official account he'd have had what would have given him some substance for his contri- 
vance. I interviewed the only two people in the worlc^ho know & who had that pin ting 
done, the late Douglas Jones, who had the “ones Printing Co. around the comer, no less, 
from where Oswald worked, the ^emn Kelly tf Coffee Co., and dozj/w' the street a block or 
so from /Water’ s office, and his assistant, Myra Silver, and Jges twice^ separated by 
a year andTSylver Silver once, in Jones's presence, both insisted it was not Oswald who 

y> ' 0 

got that single— sheet throw— away Melanson describes as "literature • " More, the person 

boTh . 

they did Identify as having gotten it would have Kelped in a^ serious, legitimate in- 
1 

quiry into any connectionas Oswald may have had. 

Well! For once he understates, whether ii be more of his carelessness, more of 
bis sloppiness or both, saying "There is no evideVe" that Oswald "attempted to broaden 
his~taurchapter' s (sic) membership...." He actually refused Carlos taiiroga, who is an 


anti^jjastro Cuban, who tried to join up. And in t alk i n g about Oswald’s picketing of the 
carrier Wasp again, he « gain fails to report that fingerprints other than Oswald's were 
on one of the Jones sheets he gave out and the N.O. police got. (The cop's name is a us tin 
and this is well known and is included in the Commission's and the FBI's dicslosed records.) 

Assuming without question the Ferrie— Osw< -.Id relationship for all the world as 
though it was established fact he next conjectures a reason for some of activity that 


can account for his failure to report that Oswald was known to have refused membership in 





phony and non-existing FPCC which f/elanson always refers to as a chapter of the national 
organization. It is that he "found the right-wing tx Hew Orleans too tough a place to makg 
a go of q chgSter. aside from the fact that obviously Oswald wanted no members, New Orleans 
was not monolithically right-wing. There was an abundance of Democrats and quite a large 
libdfal population. If he had been at all serious in organizing a legitimate chapter 
Oswald Could have done this in the colleges alone and easily. What Melan^sn says is neither 
reasonable not factual. 

4* not infrequently, he gets {carried away with his own mythology and here refers 
to "the heart of the anti-Castro bastion at Camp Street." Bastion? The sick-in-the-head 
Uanister and the organizations he was in that were meaningless and ineffectual when they 
tried to do any thing ? Contrary to what Melanson has said, the Cuban Revolutionary Council 
had left that b uilding a year earlier and if this had not been the fact, it is the fact that 
the CIA had ended its support of the CRC and there was nothing left of it. x t was done. 


Bastion? Ferrie? Aside from the fact that an FBI report of years earlier had him 
to Cuba, there is no anti-Castro act attributal to him. 

What else is there for this imagined "bastion?" 

Melanson never did locate ^inguier' s store. When Camp crosses Canal itbecomes 
Chartres in the old French Quarter, and Bringuier's store was on tne next W^Decatur, 
so he can't be including Brinfcuier in his "Bastion" that never, ever existed there, although 
there was much anti-Castro feeling, particularly qmong the many Cubans there. B u t even the 

ju! 

actual rather than his imagined anti-Castro organizations never amount to much and all went 


broke for lack of support. 

117 That Oswuld read spy novels he intepetts as his learning that crafty/ or "learning 

how to he a spy." His other reading was on communism. 

Because he knows nothing about what Oswald Was doing some of the time he was in New 
Orleans he says that "Oswald went underground for two months. $y this reasoning most of the 
world's people live in the underground perpetually because there is no reason for what they 
do to be of any interest to anyone and it thus is not reported. 
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But before Oswald went "underground" he wrote an unsolicited letter to the Com- 
munist paper, the Worker, '■‘■'his ‘‘elanson describes as "important" because, as he dreams it, 

I / 

'"jUe Letter established a linkage between the FPCC and the Communist Party. Even if there 
had been an FPCc/in New Orleans, as there was not, an unsolicited letter does not estab- 
lish any iHnd of "linkage." Nor can a letter from a non-^hting New Orleans FPCC. Calling 
this merely a c^lieam is to praise it. .it is sick. 

118-9 "To strengthen~jS3ai tue linkage, Oswald sent along some honorary FPCC membership 
cards." Unsolicited honorary membership cards in a non-existing organization establishes 
a linkage? 

"That Oswald was rebuffed merely strengthens this linkage asTit’ would any other kind 

Hi™ it. It was rebuffed, although Melanson does not say this in referring to what the CP 

replied to Oswald. Instead Melanson, flaunting his political ignorance, interprets this 

as Herrin g that the CP was aflid of being connoted with anything and everything to the 

right of center by the right and by the spooks. The fact that he continues to ignore that 

the world communist movement then was opposed to Castro/, although this later changed. $st- 

The CP had written Oswald that it had no organizational 

ties with the FPCC. The CP "was wrong in a very important sense," helanson intones from 

was creating them 

whatever cloud he is on, because "it did now. Oswald ha dzrea tai Utt a * on paper." His 
writing an unsolicited letter to the CP with honorary memberships in what did not exist 
tied the C0 to anything at all? Of course not! Even assuming $hat the Cla or FBffl knew what 
Oswald did, how could they possibly use anything that utterly meaningless? They’d have 
been laughed at. 

119 He says that/in august Oswald's FPCC activity, which never existed, his being a 
phony, one-man "organization," became "feverish." This refers to his XM picketing of 
a few moments and to the wrong date for his appearance at f?ringuier's store, alebit the 

wrong two different dates that Bringuier testified to falsely to cover himself, and the 

*i Ail *7 

scrap that ffringuier , not Oswald started* 

He next displays his maturity, wisdom and scholarship by treating an unsolicited-*' 
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and self-serving letter Oswald wrote /the real thing* as factual and as establishing that, 
in advance of the fact^ Oswald was reporting J?ringuier's assauljt on him. he makes this 
even more confusing by omitting dates, except for that of Oswald's letter. 

120 Oswald again sent the C? an unsolicited letter, enclosing a clipping of a news 
accoQnt of this scrap and again enclosed an honorary membership in his non-existing 
organization. 

121 Al thpugh lie Ians on says that most of what Oswald told the FBI agent he had aBked to 
interview him after the police arresred him is false, he nonetheless aays that this was 
-all part of^s/ob of discrediting the FPCC by tying it to Comninist subversions." 

This is done by giving the FBI iies? The FBI is that ignorant? Or that desperate for 
whatever uses ^“elanson im ag i nes it may have had? 

122 In the course of this nonsense he cites what Oswald told the hew Orleans police to 
its FBI file number ,89-69, and enormous file, but scholar that he is, he omits its unique 
serial numbes. More, having omitted any reference to FOIA litigation, mostly mine, he here 
pretends this is his work. It isn' t. It is mine and mine alone. His omission of the serial 
number indicates tb*t his actual sorce may be secondary, with the serial number omitted in it. 

Displaying his ignorance again, and in this case the ignorance includes Oswald's 
entries in his pocket addressbook, published in facsimile by the Commission, he refers 
Bgnin to TV Station WDSU having sent a mobile unit, an imaginative decription of Johann 
Rush with a shoulder-bag on his way to lunch. Then he says, "It would be interesting to 
know what brought WDSU to the spene (of his ITM picketing) so promptly." It was Oswald's 
on call to v em Sottman, as I remember the name, in the WDSU newsroom. 

122-3 He then, again without his phobia about names, perhaps safe for him with his lack 
of knowledge, refers to the radio interview of Oswald. The interviewer was *ill Stuckey, 
who reported connections a less ignorant scholar might have found provocative, along with 
his writings. 

(How would Melanson as a college professor, or most college professors, grade a 

paper in which there was so determined and permeating rfusal to give names, addresses and 
singificant dates?) 



123 He refers to Ed Butler of the Information Council of the Americas without reference 

to any of Butler's connections, which were those Melanson attributes to Oswald. Persisting 

in his myth that the FPCO wqs in ^ew Orleans Melanson says that when Butler identified 

to 

Oswald as having defected /'the d3Sft=the USSR, that was a Bk "bombshell" and especially 
against the FPCC. 

124 With his tricky footnoting in which when he makes some tiling up he concludes that 
paragraph with what he can provide with a footnote ^ He says that "Bringuier’s DRB published 
a newsletter," which is false and would have been ludicrous if with hid limited command of 
English Brlnguier had tried (it is also false if he had in mind that Bringuier published 
in Spanish because he published no newsletter at all){ that this nonexisting newsletter-^ 
"was also backed by the CIA-funded Crusade to Free Cuba," which is also false, and with 
consistent falsity he says the ^rusada "was the fund-raising arm of the Cuban Revolutionary 
Council", and not to relieve his falsities in this paragraphhe says it was "headquartered 

at Camp Street above Ouy Banister." To all of this his note cites page 67 of the Commission's 
Volume 16 and my Oswald in NewOr loans, p. 79. 

Citing the Commission's volume is padding and meaningless but the more footnotes 
generally the more impressive, includin^jto publishers and editors. The only thing rele- 
vant on that page is the address of Bringuier' s store and this serves no legitimate pur- 
pose because that is what he cites in Oswald In f\k w Orleans. However, in my book hr did pick 
up the fibdoc Ronnie Cajre connection with the Crusada. Only it says, if he'd turned the 
page, bo thing at all about being funded by the CIA, which it never was, having been 
SergLo Arcacha Smith's scam, that Cairo lost about £ 19,000 in ijfH, and that, without 
giving Arcacaha's name, "about £ 4,000 was raised and some of that was 'pocketed' by another." 

This Is to say that not a thing Melanson hag'here bears any relationship to the 
sources he cites. This includes the fact that -Ronnie _0aire was not head of Crusada, as 
/^elanson just made up. H~ /S / , ji C 

It is too bad that while he was helping himself to my published work he did not 
help himself a little more. That was not because the occupation was at all stfange to him. 



It is by now quite dubious that his soncept of scholarship is to make something uj^and 
then see what he can - street stretch to justify or seem to support it or contort into 

-W/ 

a semblance of support. But he would have helped hims elf and uwl i avoided he frequent 
displays of subject-matter ignorance if he'd used the FBI report I pointed saying that 
the CRC had not been in that building for a year when Oswald returned to (dev Orleans, 
or if he wanted to be really precise, he could have lifted from page 346 the exact date 
on which the CRC left 544 °amp Street, February, 1962^ a little more than a year earlier. 

The source was the man who still had records, hav in g had those CRC connections, and he 

also reported more on scamming and that Arcacha had been fired and had had to leave the area. 

At I ' - : . 

If h^wanted a bit more, it is on the next page - that although the cover for 

Arcadia' s scam was that his'^musd'Cruaada was going to raise money for the CRC, it never 

tie cA/* T U+C* Crfa SrhAitf ht l 

did, that it was a failure, and that it 'had folded soon after beinglmnoRnced./ 

He next, »e n ’ <na without a name, says that Butler 1 b INCA "had as its manager a 
m^n who was a member of the ^6 rC. Big deal, being a member. Automatically connects with 
some spookery? Well, the man he does nat name is Manny Oil, he was not the manager but a 
flirtfey, Butler running the operation himself, and Oil did get tapes for INCA to use without 


having to pay for them. 

His phobia for names lingering temporarily, he says that fiinguier said he’d sent 
a friend to Oswald's home to pose as a spy. This was Garlos Quiroga, whose name I provided 
'''dr* he omitted it earlier. What kind of scholarship - or writing - it is to leave out all 
the names he has omitted and why does he do it? 

125 He finally does use William Studkey's name, saving omitted it when he should have 
used it, on first mention. He has no question that a Washington source'll* would not identi- 


fy informed Stucke^ before the broadcast that Oswald had defected. 

he Ians on , exjiert on the inte lli gence agencies that he says he is, here writes,"It 
is unclear how the Washington source divined (sic) that Oswald was about to appear on a 
New Orleans radio show." But that s&urce, supposedly a reported, gaVo Stucket the dates 
on which Oswald’s defection was reported in the Washington papers. How many reporters does 
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one suppose walk around with such clippings in their pockets and have such marvelous 
powers of divining what is going go happen so far away? (Melanson does say that it is 
known that the CIA had such clippings. a e does not say that the FBI did, but it also did.) 
^.27-8 Melanson says still again that in sending an unsolicited letter to the Communist 

U V 

Party Oswald was aga i n establishing a link to it for the FPCC via his non-existing chapter. 

He also says that because Oswald had said the the CIA was "defunct," that was "an 
odd comment for a leftist ideologue but not for an Agency spook." Fortunately, he does 
not undertake to explain this absurdity. 

Nor does he find it strange that the two other characters seem to have avoided 
bringing up Oswald's defection but primed Bringuier to do it. Impartial moderator, 

°tuckey was, and shrinking violet Butler was. 

129 He says all of this was " a major sup and propaganda coup for Bringuier and the 
anti-Castroites" but he spares our stomachs and minds but not bothering to tell us how 
it did the utterly meaningless Bringuier any good or could have or how it did ^Jjdthar 
for those unnamed anti-Castroites. It was of no consequence. 

Oswald wrote another unsolicited letter to the CB and that, -86 to ^elanson, is 
an "addition" to the "paper trail." It meant nothing and it did nothing and it could have 
meant nothing and it could not have done anything that would be of any use at all to any 
spookery. And after repeating this letter in full Melanson gets on his (fargantua-sized 

r~ *7 

pogo stick and chokes a big jump: he describe ^Oswald as the "comrade" of the CP 
leadership. This for a man who was not a member and was, actually opposed to them. ( 1 21 ) 

132 Whitt- -Mte te Whether it is ignorance of his obvious lust to establish himqj^f as 
the subject-matter expert he isn't and as a derring-doer of original research, he says 
that "There is also evidence, neglected by n$st researdhers, of Oswald's efforts to 
lurnp^ the leftist groups together and link them to domestic and foreign conunjnism 
...extended to the Socialist Workers Party (SW?) as well." 

There are ways Oswald's approach to the SWP could be and was addressed other than 


he has. One is through a picture Oswald had taken of himself in 1962 in which he has 



along with his rifle, copies of the publications of the CP and the SWP. Now anyone with 
a grain of political savvy in his head knows that the two were blood enemies and that 
t her e was nothing tbit Oswald could have done that could "link" the two enemy parties. 

What can be said for the researchers he seeks to put down it that they <£fk 
did not invent any such nonsense as he contrived of the sending of unsolicited letters 
gor ge s a link . And some of tMse he lumps together as researchers are pretty hutty 
and wild in what they've i magin ed. 

It is not at all exceptional for ^elanson to be* careless but I do note that at the 
bottom of this page he refers to the SWP as "the socialists." That is a different party. 

134 after saying that there is no evidence that Oswald ever sought out communists in 
New Orleans or Dallas he says the FBI said he was unknown to Dallas Bomnunists and was 
not a member. He also says, correctly, that the FBI had two informers inside the Dallas 
Communist Farty. What he does not say is that it had only six members and all or all but 
one of them was somebody's informer. 

Melanson' s conclusion is that Oswald was "incapable of seeking out and contacting 
his supposed ideological brethren." They were not his brethren. He despised the CP, as is 
clear in his secret writing that the Commission did publish and I quoted in my first 
book, which ia in his bibliography. He then continues to cite the evidence that Oswald 
had no left-wing connections in either city but he says Oswald did have contacts with 
the His scrap with bringuier is some kind of connection! But he enlarges Oswald(s 

right-wing connections to include the dubious Clinton matter. ( 135) 

With a bit more mumbo- jumbo he says that what Oswald did, or at least his version 

« II 

of it, "fits the Agency's expressed intention of 'planting deceptive information" to 

embarrass the t FPCC. Except that he uses this to suggest to the reader that Oswald was 

CIA, it for once is not unfair. Maybe what Oswald did did embarrass the FPCC. But if so 

it meant litlle because it was soon out of business anyway. He adds that Oswald was helping 

to "legitimats domestic spying by the CIA." He says it so we gotta believe it. 

136 His last sentence in this paragraph is, "Oswald's pro-Castro involvements (sic) 
would be a central elemenjkn the purposely crafte^ image of Oswald-the-assassin." 
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There is a typical reflection of his arrogance and ego in this reference to the 
alleged la^c of research on the actually non-existing Osuald- SWP connection. If Melanson 
does not know about it, it therefore does not exist. 

1 do not know of anyone other than Jim Garrison who actually believed that if 
someone writes someone else an unsolicited letter they are linked by it in any way. 

Even if the FBI, CIA or any other agency obtained copies. Helanosn is not well informed, 
or he'd had known and said that the mail to those organizations, like the CP, FPCC and 
SWIJ was obtained for the FBI from its informants. There was a major and suucessful SWP 
lawsuit against the FBI for its many intrusions into their activities and that of members. 
T^e Warren Commission records reflect that FPCC and CP mail was given to the FBI and its 
disclosed records Bay how this was done. But while making unjustified slighting references 
to others he is ignorant of this. Yet awareness of the unsolicoted 0s3ald letters is 
essential for the^r to have been any kilts/ of link, even if an unsolicoted letter were to 
be so considered, unreasonable as that it. 

Oswald also Bent the SWP a print of a picture of himself in the Neely Street back 
yard, holding his rifle and with its publication and that of the CP in the picture. That 


The Worker is in the picture wduld turn the SWP off because the parties disliked each other 
intensely. 

A great amount of work was done on the picture Oswald sent the SWP. So much 
attention to it was generated that the House Assassinations Committee had to make some 
kind of investigation. It was not at all as He lan son represents, only that others did 
not go for his amateurishness in his firm belief that an unsolicited letter makes a bond. 

It is also interesting that he omits all the many and not infrequently depenkble 
reports that Oswald's political beliefs were closest to those of the SWP and he did tell 
others tha^he was a Jrotskyite. If Melanson did not know this then he reflects still again 
his ignorance of the subject matter. If he did know this and suppressed it, then it is 
still another reflection of his dishonesty. 



Perhaps he Mill yet explain this; he doesn't here. So I merely note that there is 
no evidence at all and he has cited, no evidence at all that reasonable people not chasing 
wildly after a contrived conspiracy can consider "pro-Castro." He Ians on himself as said 
that what Oswald did did no^ help the FFCC, as close as he can get to anything he can 
contort into being Castro. There is no "link" between Oswald and u astro to this point 
and there can't be later because it did not exist. 

Shis is quite a schollarly tour-de-force. Unusual scholarship, to say the least! 

A truly amazing historian/ political scientist^ , 

Chapter 6 

^37 From its title, this has to be hot stuf: 'Dallas iT^e Long Am of Langley." 

After a quotation of what is well-known, thqt the CIA engaged in domestic intelli- 
gence, this: "T^e unseen had^i was there (Dallas), moving events toward the climax of the 
President's assassination." I r he does not mean the CIA or some other intelligence agency 
of our government, i do not see what he means. Or can mean. Pretty awful, with no more 
thfan the scambled assortment of gibberish up to this point. In spades: "T^e events of 
Oswald's life in Dallas are often obscured by mistaken assumptions - - that Oswald was not 
an intelligence agent, that the OIA has no clandestine involvements. " 

If there is a mistaken assumption that Oswald was not an intelligence agent (and 
agent he could not have been if he'd had any association), he has yet to present a single, 
tangible fact to make it credible that in any capacity Oswald served an intelligence agency. 
Must talk, much infe/ence, innumerable factual and logical errors and an abundance of sus- 
picion but not a single t)(ing else. Tnat the CIA was engaged in domestic intelligence, which 
is without question, means nothing at all here without something correct and tangible, 
proven with reasonable certainty, that it was involved in the assassins timn. It isn't here. 
138 He faults the Commission and HSCA becausie "they interpreted the events of tin Dallas 
through the prism of Oswald- the-leftist-ideologue." But he had a kaleidoscope^ we can 
approach these events with a much different perspective." This begins with q remarkable 

bit of absolute rubbish; "CIA linkages to Oswald, so clearly manifest in New Orleans..." 

He has made no connection of the CIa in New Orleans of any rational kind, none factually. 




begin to emerge in Dallas immediately upon kxxxia&a 
his return in "unejl962” from the USSR. How? Because George /)e Hohrenschildt became his <£ 
closest friend, and became a, if not the (his emphasis) primary influence in the young man's 
life." Yet, this man W provided some of the most damaging testimony about Oswald to the 
Warren Commission." Uuite a feat, de M having been in ^aiti for many mon ths before and at 
the time of the assassination, b© knew nothing at all about the assassination, testified 
to nothing at all about it, and did no harm to Oswald. Describing him as ill-tempered 
and violence-prone described an appreciable percentage of the people of the world and 
means nothing about the assassination, (perhaps we are getting to one of the reasons 
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(ftbthing omitted in /quotation) 


Melandan merely assumes Oswald's guilt and never addresses a single fact about the* crime. 


another is that he doesn't know enought about the crime, having spent his time chasing < 

,Ju a^i Mrb-4 J~F A) 

theories that have no substance.) He qjiotes deM as saying Oyw^ad was jealous of JFK.^That "" J 
is real evidence! Melanson says Oswald had no money. Doesn't his spookery pay anything? 

Cl A agents are well paid and he says Oswald was an agent. But reason and logic, as we 
have seen, deter Melanson as little as fact* 

159 Melanson runs off a bit about their alleged "close relationship . " fre does not 
even estimate how many times they were together. The fact is that it was far from an 
every-day event and they were together not many times at all. An appreciable number of 
those times were when ihe ^eM^s were befriending Marina, taking clothing to her, things 
like that. II wonder if h^ever gets around to reporting the time fte M spent in the ymW 
psycho ward of Parkland hispital or that he killed himself after being emotionally ill 
for some time.) 

The/ihistory he gives de M is meaningless absent some direct connection with some- 
thing real, of which there is no signV^'his suggested that I sjaip ahead in looking at his 


notes to this chapter, 107 of them. $e has some the n^Tt exalted sources, like Cladfe 


estine 


America, the sina qua non of scholarship, but he has not a single one to the subversive 
files the FBI has on him. Which he could have gotten here had he asked. But he did not 
even know about them, his scholarship and subject~matt«er knowledge being what they are* 



145 As I glrtm hia many pages of his version of de M's history and see that it is angled 
and both undependable and not having the meanings he attributes, I 3ee an outright lie that 

—t . 

he has to know is a lie: "Michael Paine moved out of his home when the Oswald family 

moved in," He ha&d already said that Osswald^F didn t live there but visited weekends so 

ju ft 

Oswald did not move in^/Also, Michael and Rith had a broken marriage and Michael had 
left before Ruth drove to Hew Orleans to pick Marina up and bringh her to Dallas. 

Marina and her two children did not move out and find other Quarters after the 
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assassination. She was f^rTprotecrive custodj^until she appeared before the Warren Com- 
mission and by then she'd been given enough money by sympathetic people and had gotten 
“'some through literary rights So she “h&d~enoagh money for her- own home. And the CIA had 


nothing to do with it. (I have a file drawer of letters caring Ameericans wrote her, some 
with gifts. The FBI intercepted and copied them all and I got them fgfrm the FBI.) 

146 By now Melanson has de M Oswald's "CIA baby-wittier," a silly notion invented by 
Jim Garrison, to whom Melanson gives no credit. 

ijand having made this big deal about the close relationship between the two, 

Melanson now finds something sinister in Oswald having jb M ' s phone number on a scaap 
of paper - a phone number he could not get from information because it was unlisted. 

I note also that he does not say how long a period of tim^at the outside the two 
c^uld have associated. A t was only a few months, not much time for the Svengali bit. 

147 His comment that Oswald has just paid his brother 8200 that he owed him reminds 
me that his spooking pay must have been in scrip because it took him a long time just to 

get out of debt, to his brother and to the State department, the two not much more than 8600. 

148 Melanson is now to where Oswald was wokking for the Dallas printing company, 

Jaggers, Whiles, Stovall . HerA his scholarship draws heavily on Tony Summers' theoretical 
popularization. Conspiracy, as he does less concentratedly throughout this chapter. Tony’s 
book is hia source for saying that this plant "processed and analyzed photos taken by the 
U-2 plane.” In a pig's eye the CIA let them out to anyonei It was a printin g plant, not 


the CIA's phot-intelligence center. (THis is like Henry Hurt's theory, and he draws on 
hurt extensively, too, that Oswald was sent by the Russians to spy out the names of 
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pices that were being set in type for ^uba. Insahe, and Hurt finally dropped it. Of course 
the dependable sources are second-hand rumors, (flu. ^ r */ *1 

"It seems that -^ee Harvey Oswald couldn't avoid crossing paths with the Black 

fr, it *K/ 

I'ady of espionage." Nice s 'b4ugfc / that. But it would be even nicer if it were true or mea ning — 
ful. x t is neither. 

When ho repeats that the printing plant did the ClA^s photo intelligence for it 
I wondered what the CIA does? Run$ the Soil Conservation Service? Me sure has a deep 
understanding of intelligence agency. Real deep. 

"...this was programmed," his association with that Black Lady. So the CIA could 
feet its own plane destroyed, which is what happened to the one Powers was flying? no doubt! 

149 He finally mentions a name, of a fellow worked, Dennis Offsettin. But he makes no 

o 

reference to Offstein’s history and associations, which he would have liked. Tgnp-r^nc* again. 

150 Even true to his high standards of scholarship he says that "Bt Dallas Oswald had 

a cache (sic) of strange and expensive equipment, eppecially for a lowly stock boy living 
on a menial wage. Among the items found by the police after the assassination was atfinox 
camera (nice added ins ;rtion,1["^enerally referred to as a 'spy camera ')")... 1 5-power Wollen- 
sak telescope... binoculars... camera filters.. slide viewer.. ansco flash assembly, lens hood, 
a 7x18 telescope...." Everything except the one camera Oswald owned. This was all the 
property of the Paines, which was swept up by the police. Their records and other tMnp. 
too. ^oy is he the trult| discriminating scholar! He does not demean himself to cite the 


published official records on this in the Commission volumes he has. takes this from 
of all people, Jim Garrison. Garrison could see deviousnes and plots where jffeven Welan- 
son couldn't. 

He concludes this page with what he presents as his own discovery but what he 
knows I published in 1965, the word " microdots" in Oswald’s addressbook. 

151 To leave no doubt about his intent he begins this page, "These references have 
been only partially deciphered by previous research.' Apart from what he will, i presume, 
report deciphering, I did not need his help in /deciphering" the word "microdots." And 




perhapa at this pomint, because I have to suspend, this being that painful to me, I 
Alan note that he gives no credit to those who before him had the idea that Oswald could 
have had interesting connections. He read my first book. In assessing Oswald's farcer in 
New Orleans as it was reported by the Commission, I said, having been in intelligence, 
that it was consistent with what in intelligence is called "establishing a cover." I am 
not troubl^y that he does not acknowledge this but I regard it as less than honest for him 
to pretend that what he did not do and did not~±taock conceive first he claims to have 
done and to have originated. 

But that Oswald put "microdots" on the page on which he has the address and phone 


-number of the place he: iworked does not nocesaarlly connect the two, although it mights Any 
examination of his addressbook shows that he not infrequently has unrelated items on a 
single page. 

What follows on this page relating to the photography at the printing plant ie a 
deception. Printing by offset requires photographic enlargement and reduction but bothing 
at all like what is required to reduce what is photographed to even smaller than “elanson 
indicates. Making microdots is a sophisticaed processe and there is nothing at all to in- 
dicate that this plant had the need and vaB able to make microdots and all the indications 
are that if did not. Perhaps it is with this decpetion in mind that he fabricated the in- 
credible, that the Cla farmed out its photo-interpretations when it in fact kept them very 
close and did them in its own center for precisely those things, A 

It is 3iliy for him to suggest that there was anything Oswald knew that he had to 
send to anyone in the form of a microdot, yet u elanson says his letters should have been 
examined for them. (He actually has no way of knowing that they were or they were not.) 

He certainly has not attributed to Oswald any such knowledge. 

Microdots are concealed in many ways other than he says they are and were. 

He fabricates utter nonees'In saying that were a micro dot to be located "it might 
reveal much about Oswald's spy missions (not one of which he has established) and about 
the identity of those who controlled him \ and no control is established except in his 


fictions 


This is so ludicrous it it pathetic. If Ossjfid had in fact been working for oV with 
any official agency, why in the world would he has sent anything at all like microdot in- 
formation, even assuming he had any, to the i’PCC, the CP or the SWF? He would have sent it 


to the agency, and in the United States, he would have given it to his presumed ttfcbut 
non-existing handler. Domestically, there is no need for the cost and trouble and ganger 
of using microdots. 

This is but another of the innumerable reflectar"of his amateurish, epy-novel con- 
cept of intelligence while he seeks to palm himself off as an expert. ^ * f ^ 

I'm taking time ontf this stypidity because among mature people as well as those who 

Tmow the book will*be ajTuihed'at and because it is not unlikely that there are reviewers 
t 

'have the 


CVVO 
whorEa* 


knowledge to perceive whit I say. Reviewing books like this is sometimes 




assigned to reporters who have some and in instances considerable knowledge of the subjec t 
matter and who know experts in espionage and on the subject. 1 have heard from them when 
books have been assigned to them to review and probably other critics have. k~0f\m of 
this book could become a disaster, a spectacular disater. 

152 His description of the equipment at that plant is of what is normal in such a 
plant and is not of microdot capability and he ia not satisfied with the denials of plant 
employees that microdoting was foreign to thes^ 

152=3 What he has Off stein attributing to Oswald is what Oswald could have learned from 
tne very spy books charged out to him at the library. Anyone reading spy :ifiction* knows 
about microdats. The/fonl^, thing surprising about the cited testimony is that Off stein worked 
for an intelligence agency and knew nothing about microdots. 

Melanson misrepresents and exaggerates Oswald's job and knowledge of photography. 

He was an apprentice and a rank amateur* Had Oswald had any real interest in photography 
his only camera would not have been a very cheap Russian camera. Perhaps, if not from ig- 
norqnce, this is why Melanson is bo dishonest in telling the reader that all the^, Shine's 
equipment, including the %nox, was Oswald's. 


all of this with Off stein has no meaning at all, except to cast doubt on his maturity 



knowledge and credibility. As in his quoting Oswald as saying he never Baw jet trails 
where he saw tank treads. Why should he have? Did he ever see any maneeuvera and do armies 
hold them inside large cities, like Minsk? Of course not! 

155 Helanson seeks to make something of Off stein's saying that Oswald told him about 
the MV/j), its being like our VBL (general knowledge in any event) and that he described 
MVD headquarters in Moscow. He spent time in Moscow, need never have been inside the 
building to describe it, and what /jelanson, either through ignorance or purposefulness 
has not stated, Oswald was there because he was interviewed by the MVD. 

In going into Oswald's being firdd for incompetence, which is hardly a manifestation 
of photographic competence for offset printing, leave alone microdoting, Helanson, with 
no basis at all, suggests it wa^'related to his covert activities," not one of which he 
has yet established. (He manages to avoid what the Commission published, that the plant 
regarded him as a red and got rid of him for that reason.) 

The rest of this printing-plant concoction is the same kind of self-indictment 
snd self-charactierization. 

156ff He skips back to New th^Lana and the /jeily Coffee Co. and says it "seems to have been 

a primary recruiting ground for the aerospace industry." He then lists some of those who 

left coffee-making for better jobs, without saying what kinds of jobs they lefx and took 

or a word about the working conditions at $eily and its pay scale or that of the various 

plants engaged in aerospace and related work that he manages to avoid identifying or in 

fact miaidehtifies. Reily was a lousy employer* and the other plants had better conditions 

Ay 

and paid much more. They were the most sought-after jobs' a decade and a half later when I 

A 

was there. But those installations also require many unskilled employees and it is those 
kinds of jobs that were obtained by the men who left Reily. To suggst that ^eily was any 
kind of "recruiting ground" is as stupid as it is silly. Id-ttle or no science or sk il l is 
required for grinding and packaging coffee, greasing the machines and jaoEkx shipping, 

I 

for there to have been any possibility of any meaning, as there wasn t, it is a training 


ground that the aerospace and other related industries needed, not recruiting. There was 



T' 


more than enough unemployment and (ftoov jobs for an adequate supply of umkik&ed laboV^ 

And the pay at ftedly ' s was really low^ wwH Ittle better than unemployment compensation. 

\w He tries to make a federal case of Oswald's lying and spring he was fired when he 

quit his welding job. (if Melanson had even done any wftlding, as 1 have, he might find that 

he did not like it and that it can be quite dangerous. )T 0 avoid a wife's complaint this 
.lying. 

kind oi'lc'is not at all abnormal. Oswald didn't invent it. Meaningless. So is de Mohr* 

rehachildt' s opinion, except that he could not believe that any government would know 

a/ 

Oswald and trust him with anything important or confidential, jfx iot even the government of 

Ll 

Ghana. But with a resourceful imagination not exhausted by its overtime work on this 

manuscript Melanson seeks ,to explain, this jar. away, by, de suggesting that de K. "may have 
IftWf k tfi. ti*5 Ote Mai Tplu plfi.sb t-m) . 

been one of the elk's unofficial operatives in DallasT'^ "Unofficial operative?" Whajfclnd 
is that? 0oes it exist? An<^[ evid-snee that it does? Of course noti Whatever he may mean by 
"operative^", and it certainly isn't a title or job-desoription, for an intelligence agency 
it cannot be "unofficial." Training, discipline and control are required. Tne only operative 
must be that officially or he isn't. (How sick all this inventing, suggesting and imagining 
really is. The man may have degrees and education but he is enormously ignorant of intel- 
ligence agencies and he lack common sense of is unscrupulous end just makes one silly thing 
up after another.) 

Here again he refers to the CIA's Domestic Contact Service without describing its 

)bi 0 u'M&S j / 

overt functions. He would rather suggest that the man In chafge> the well-known J. Walton 
1 '*oore , was really there for espionage or domes t ic intelligence. 

161 "It iXx has always been a mystery as to how the spooky Baron (sic) and the leftist 

4 ll 

ideologue became close friends." Close iB his fabrication but there never was any mystery. 

If Melanson knew anything about the White Russian community, he'd have known, as de M said, 
that they were dull and uninteresting. There is little or nothing, other than the fabrications 
of the Garrig£h&, Melansons and the like-minded inventers of fact to indicate any close 
friendship or uncommonly numerous aeetingd, but as^e H said, Oswald was more interesting 
because of his past and because he was net as dull as the stolid expatriates. 


i 



161-2 In the course of building his non-existing case against ^ defti and as Oswald 's 


Bilge d control he exposes the great extent of his ignorance and the utter superficiality 
of his knowledge and scholarship with a simple footnote, "104. FBI document DL-1 05-1 966, 
p. 14." The im pli cation is that tiiis comes from his own research. It didn't. He doesn't even 


know what it is, what it represents or even how to cite it correctly. He could have gotten 

if from Mrs. Robohm or from o t herd, ^ like thq Assassination Archives and Research Renter, 

U ’Jr W* ti*. i J 0* b e 

to whichMie did turn foF^mcreSrfced-assistanc^TlircerteAnly doesn't know what 105 is in 
tne FBI's file classif ication system. At the time in question is stood for "Internal Security- 


Rationalist Tendency-Foreign Counterintelligence." Later it was changed to "Freoign Counter- 

Intellogence -Russia." It is a "Security-related Classification." 

It is a B alias file. In the FBI's abbreviations, DL. But "DL" does not appear oa the 

document. Within any file the FBI does not identify individual documents as "pages" but as 
/ft? c Uai Vwtt ft./t Jtritti >i w ''Hft jfy; . 

ni n r»7l Thar-e n«n f of course, be individual docum e nts with 14 and more pages. ) This is 

the internal-security or counterintelligence file on deK's wife, not on him. 

It is a monument to his incompetent and falsely-presented scholarship that he devotes 


so much space to the poor, sick man who finally killed himself and did not refer to him- 
self asVbaran," which he wasn't, and yet is so entirely ignorant of the large Dallas (andjfj 
of course, headquarters and many other field offices'} 105 fide on De M. Mrs. Robohn did 
not know of it. She asked me for a copy after I started reading this so she could not tell 
Melanson or give it to him. So much for the honesty of his footnoting and its scholarship. 

In citing a 1978 I&las Morning News story (^s is so well-informed he calls it the 
"Star") he does not tell the reqder that that paper, knowing-he^Sad. been confined to the 
psychiatric ward at Parkland Hospital, aautioned tho h/uso Assassinations Committee to leave 
him alone lest what did happen become the reality. Under pressure he could not take any longer, 
de M killed tumaalf before the commitee investigator got to the home in which he was re- 
cuperating in Florida.For years before then de M had been under many similar pressures and 
what he said could not be token as actual. But the grin truth is that the pressuring 
conspiracy theorists drove the marlto sy^Lcide. 



"Students of the Kennedy assassination looked forward to his being questuoned about 

his mysterious background and associations with Oswald" by the committee. Not students- 

nuts and idle theorizers. T^>se of real scholarship did not share ^elanson's fictions and 

fabrications. And had he been a real scholar in this rather than the pretender he is he'd 

have knowwAhat there was much less unknown about the background because I had compelled 

thA FBI, in FOIA litigation, to disclose its 105 file on him to 

He does acknowledge the suicide but moderates the reality a bit. It was only minutes 

before the investigator was due that he killed himself. He also had an appointment he could 

not avoid with another theorizer used as a depadabJke source throughout by Helanson, Edward 

J. Epstein. Epstein had started the interviews/and was pressing for more. 

In this extensive citation of Epstein as a source fle lanson, who also cites the House 

Assassinations Committee extensively, manages not to let the reader know that much of 

< 

Epstein's Legend was demolished b^ the CIA's testimony that was not only publeshed, it 
was /telecast and radioed c$ast-to-coast. I am saying he depnds on undependable sources 

r*- . . U1 ,, ffL du* f ]\ a 

ni» - and fails to noSe their undependability, **** w 

He concludes this chapter by magnifying his own ignorance and lack of scholarship 
in saying that de M was "never thoroughly questioned by investigators." The FBI's 105 files 
on him are quite informative! 

Truly, ignorance is bliss! 

The few pictures he has indicated to follow here are among the most often published 
and with the possible exception of the one he ignores in his text, of Oswald with the rifle, 
have no significance. He has missed the possible significant of that one picture, which 
the Oommissiory^also publiShhed. 

Chapter 8 

167 The "ef! 

neither was targeted on Oswald. It photographed all those entering and leaving the 
Cuban and USSR diplomatic installations in Mexico City and its eletronic surveillance that 
is relevant was of the USSR's. 

168 Using "supposedly" suggests he is saying it was not Oswald in Mexico ^ity. 


s ensi tive source" ( was the SSTSs audio and Visualj^nrveiilance but 



"Oswald announced to the passport office that the U.S.S.R was his destination." 


Passport "office?" Whose? ' A ‘his is like his leaving most names out, lousy writing at best. 
It was Cuban. 

r» 

"...his leftism was a paper-thing veneer." False, the permeating fall^ty. 

"...he oust have believed that he had some mission or task to perform." Ho support 


for this conjecture, no source cited, of course. 

"...he was being impersonated while he was there: someone flitted between the 

c uban and Soviet consulates posing as a desperate Oswuld." Again, no douce. In fact, the 
first thre^pages of text in this chapter have no footnote until the bottom of its third page. 


Says Oswald was "set up" by his "handlers" is a logical assumption. As logical 
from what he has produced to here as the moon and green cheese. (And he will not come up 
with a real Oswald look-alike in tteix Mexico.) 0/fc J 

ft 

He says that there was at the very same time another Oswald in Dallas. He will not 
show that because it is not true. There was later evidence of Oswald look-alikes, first 
k my first book, which he'll not ££»dit, I'm sure. Not that I care, but 
what kind of honesty/and scholarship does he reflect in this persisting practise? The one 
1. tt. Sylvia <*. *ad 

VHmnnif as Oswald, a man with him did that. /R. <h eiai-H 1 * PJMxttj 

169 '* There is overwhelming ^rcumstantial evidence# that the CIA covered up proof of 

an Oswald imposter at work." That the CIA covered up is without question. He has to give 
not only "evidence" but ^Overwheliming evidence "of an Oswald imposter. We'll see! 

He gets lost in his own mythologies. To now he has Oswald as CIA. Here he says 
that some other agency ran the imposter and the CIA may have had leads to him. ^h, well, 

* _ n-i^iv. ^ *** *** *¥ 

Oswald in his lively imagination has now grown to the statute that had "various 

intelligence operatives shadowing him "closely." 

He identifies William ^audet as a CIA agent. Then or of the past? His footnote 
fails to indicate that I brought this to light in a book he has cited. 



In co mmo n eith other come piracy theorizers he blows Gaudet up enormously and 

imparts meanings for which there is no evidence and no reason to believe. Be even tries 

to something of the fact that u adet "claimed" he didn’t go i to"Kexico" by bus. Why 

in his right mind would when he could well afford to fly^''fitf’*do6s not say where ^audet 

went. J-t was a long and by bus uncomfortable trip. It was to lucatan. He also says that 
JL 

Gaudet was "officialy listed as the editor of Latin American Traveller." Maybe he kmows 

A 

what I do not, buysgjt there is no citation to this nonsense about "official" listing 
and what Gaudet had published for years was Latin American Reports , (i have no way of know- 
ing what he picked up from the other dreamers but I am confide]?" that he did not do any 
investigation of Gaudet and his newsletter and that he’ll have missed the really provo- 


cative connects that, while not relevant in non-fiction on the Kennedy assassination, 
would Slave helped build the pliony case he has cont /dved. 

170 He makes a big tiling of Gaudet’ s having seen "Oswald handing out FFCC leaflets 
in front of the International Trade Mart." T^ere is an element of dishonesty, ignorance or 
both in this. He does not know that Gaudet* s office was in that building or he withholds 
thit^rnnrrFTrrr information from the reader. IS there anything abnormal about his seeing 
what was taking place at his own small building — at lunch time? Of course not! $uite a 
gjLw people found it impossible not to see Oswald doing that. 

He says Gaudet’ s "proximity to Oswald was discovered." 

No source and not that close— on the Kissiasippi^gulf coast is where he lived— but this 
was first in Oswald in New Orleans. 

Here he finally identifies what he has and here again refers to as "the anti- 
Castro bastion on Camp Street, and he says, again in ignorance and an apt reflection of 
both his scholarship and investigations, it "was only a few doors tfrom Guy Banister." In 
fact it waa^^ifc^iaae building, W t ^ HXl> aMrC f- 

a. 

171 In his convoluted and angled reference to Jack Huby’s having been in New Orfehns, 
which was not at all Gaudet’ s purpose in reporting that to the FBI (Melanson says "the 

authorities," he didn't even have in front of him what the indications are he picked up 
from my Oswald In^ew Orleans and cited the source it cites), Melanson says "the extent 



of Gaudet' s interest in or knowledge* of Ruby is not clear." V/hether or not true or even 


relevant - and it is clear that he could (^identify ‘'ack Ruby -Ruby's purpose was not secret 

and it had nothing to do witj|, as Melanson suggest?, his going to Cuba. He was there to pick 

do 

up the contracts of strippers for his Dallas joint. What Gaudet actually did Melanson does 
not lik e as much as being able to suggest it had to do with '"’uba, which it did not. Ruby 
bought a painting from Larry Borens tein, who I knew. Larry , a wealthy entrepeneur whose 

A 

wife and children seemed to spend most of their time in Mexico , with him visiting from fy 

time to time. Aaf<3KsTh£^dings was a French ^barter art gallery, (it is not relevant, but 

he also had a good Creole-style restaurant I rather enjoyed when chatting with him.) It was 

well known in New Orleans that he was fceon Trotsky' s nephew. TrotBky^peit"" spelled the am 

uA^-rC< 

family "Bronstein" and Larry's father spelled it JWbt- ‘Used- the "o." So, what Gaudet 

really did was to start a red-hunt about £uby. A surprising amount of completely wasted 
FBI effort was invested in checking that out and a couple of wrong "Rubensteins" wetfe 
investigated, one an authentic Communist. The House UnAmericans had a field day with that 
and the radical right has never really dropped it. 

» 

bo, when ffelanddon actually stumbled over reali spooking he doesn t recognize It! 

I do, again, note that there are many instances of /Jelanson' s presenting as the 
result of his own work what he took from the published work of others with which he is fam- 
iliar. His is the traditional trick in the field, to make a few citations to a book and 
omit many others. Perhaps a word of explanation is in order. 

As the Guth-Wrone bibliography reports, as I recall and as is the factj it happens 
that I brought to light most of iiwhat is know/4nd is factual, j4as distinguished Inborn 

conspiracy theorizing, about this assassination and that of br. Mng. It H thus is inevit— 

cut- 

able that others will draw upon it and there is nothing unusual about that. How they drwn 
upon it, however, relates to their hj^esty and their scholarship. If they pdiend that my 
work is their work they are not honest and not scholarly, at least in the accepted sense. 

"Gaudet ran a Costa Rican newsletter." He is nutsT'Se'' published -ierthe u nited States 
j He had a suite of three roooms in the ITM building, and if Melanson had done any ori gin a l 



. ( ■?. 


work, he’d have learned early on thatStdalso had other officerfjat other tines and 
that the addresses of those offices were the same as such Ola assets as, of Watergate 

fame, The «ullan Agency. ^ j /^ S> 

Perhaps it is the need to give meting to -..here there is none /the presence in 
Mexico when Oswald was there of "a Costa Rican anti-Castroite named Manual Berras '# 

‘'ivera." To say tha t his travel^ parulled Oswalds, asfe^quotes Summers as saying, is to 
say what could be said of th^ousands of o their and in and of itself is meaningless. 

/ The fanstasy about Porras is unfootnoted but it certainly is tragic that all the people 
in Mexico did not walk around with tapemeasures and measure each and every person they saw^o 
that Melanson would not have to contend with their later recollections of t/e heights 
of those they saw. How inconsiderate Mexican are! 

172ff He then goes into the fantasy i’ensterwald and others dreamed up about the alleged 

significance of a man who used the name Bowen and who was on the same bus as Oswald going 

to Mexico City and who talked with him. x his matter was inves tigated'extensively by the 

FBI net because it attributed any significance to Bowel/ but because it conducted that kind 

of investigation of the passengers on that bus. I've looked at the two pages of footnotes 

that could include this fairy tale and there is not a single page of FBInrecords cited. But 

there are, readily and freely available, the many FBI reports on Bowetf. How odd it is that 

a scholar who boasts of his uses of the FBI and 01 A reading rooms, has not a single citation 

to the existing invetigative reports and many to the cj4is piracy theorists. Even when he 
4 _ovgr 

says (173) that "The FBI was perplexed and angered over the deceptionyof the use of an alias, 

tne other name Osborne, ri elanson oites no source. (The FBI is not without prior experience 

with alias es in the uncountable thousands of pages of its reports I have seen I have 

seen not a single expression or perplexity or anger over their use.lt reg ular ly lists "akas.") 

He gets carried away w gatn as he rambled here JSe , in his digression about • n 8a 

"shadowy figures, tff refer to de hohrenschildt as a man "who claimed to be a geologist." 

t BteUb* 

He was and he was a successful one and the published official record is clear and oertaiSl 
^4 "Lee Har vey Oswald used the alias "Osborne" on two occasions when he ordered the 


! 



of hia FPCC literature." Unless "the name "Osborne 11 was signed he does not kno"^ it 
was not a mistake at the printer's and 2 as I note above, the only people in the world who 
knew who ordered that printing said it was not O s wald. Moreover, if Osdild had^been any 
kind of jjsook and if Osbome/Bowen had been, it is certain that Osw..ld would not have used 
any name that could be used as a lead/t ( QP^V^At. UJ The Tc-t/Kt OJ A. jjMtAJ , J 

175 The behavior he finds strange in Oswald, based on his incorrect beliefs about him 
and his allegedly being almost reclusive , is proof that Oswald was not on an intelligence 
mission. Me would never, had he been, have given ^all that information that identified him 
and his ^"defection." 

176 contriving to make it appear that he got this from Meagher but not actually so rep— 

kn bU ir^ Ofll MAla, 

resenting, the alternative being that he represents it as his own work, he saysTlHat(" Oswald 
"got his passport in twenty— four hours" when he was in NewOrleans. got this from my 
lirst book. In it I reproduce the State Department cable granting the passport in facsimile. 
It is not hie work and he did not get it from Meagher. The rest of what he here a ays also 
appeared first in that book, not I'kjagher 

176—7 It is true that the retiring Cuban diplomat, Eusebio Azque , was certain the man he 
argued with at the Cuban consulate mas not Oswald, although this was not the opinion of 
Sylvia Duran, who spent mast time with OswaldT^e says of Duran tha-fi^the House Committee 
had not bothered to afford her a fresher look" at a picture of Oswald but he cites no 
source, does not report what the Committee did say in public, that it had interviewed her 
at le^ngth, that she had agreed to afiftoex as at witness and testify and then did not appear 
in Washington. I think most writers of non-fiction would wonder why she agree to app ear 
and then, without notice, JusxTnot appearfcs#. 

180 "There is no known photo grapi/of the arrest" of Oswald, There were two such arrests. 

It seems that he is referring to the He w Orleans arrest, ^hi^there is no photo taken 
inside the thaater^color photos were taken as the police led Oswald out and again, 
were taken at police headquarters. I^New Orleans two amateur photographers named Doyle f»nd 
Martin too( 8mm movies of the arrest. there are known photos of both arrests. Again, 



the cheap and unscholarly pretense that what he does not know of does not exist. 


he is incorrect in saying that two months before the assassination the CIA. told 
other agencies "that a man anme d Lee Oswald had contacted the Soviet embassy." It used 
a middle name, as I now recall, Henry instead of Harvey.^ 

181 "5/fe night of the assassination the Agency forwarded to the Dallas/of t ice a 

picture of Oswald entering the Soviet consulate. " But it wasn't Oswald. Well, the picture 
was not forwarded, it was not "by the Agency, which is in Bangley, and it provided more. 


Eldon Hudd, theri&qFBI special agent in the Mexico City "legal attache" FBI ofi ice, 

u/ . 

was give /pictures and tape/and flown to Dallas in a Navy plane. 1J e was met at Dove Fielf/ 

# / - • • 

by/Vallace Heitman, Dallas FBI subversive expert, ana driven to the FBI Dallas office. 

There special agents who knew Oswald and his voice looked at the pictures and listened to 
the taped voice. They then sent a cable to BBiHU and the same night (it was 2 a.m. the 
day after the assassination when Hudd landed) was instructed to cable or teletype a 
transcript. (Rudd was later electee/ to the Congress.) 

183 "A former CIa officer who served in Mexico during the period of Oswald's visit..." 

Again, he omits a name he knows and has in his footnote, it was the late ^avid Atlee 

Phillips, And here again, deficient scholarship and ignorance of what he could have gotten 
•t/ v&Vf\ /yfry — oJ^ i- 

h ftrmlgp gjri ng^than If r ■ p ~- from where it /is filed, the Fensterwald 

center, the AARtf. Phillips testified on deposition in a libel suit he filed and in the 
presence of a censoring CIA official testifed that the CIA had a live informer inside the 
Cuban consulate. Not relevant? Melanson nexj" soys that "In 1966 a Freedom of Info. motion 


Act uni 1 nips; filed against the AgencylaiSSedi succeeded in liberating additional pictures 

usid j£, 

of" the man he T~ calls "the mystery man," the one in the photographihot "S'” Oswald. 

His footnote is tf> Summers’ book. This is plain dishonesty. He knows very well that 

Summers had nothing to do with that litigation and that it was Fensterwald’ s. (Again, 

. flu ^ . U A rU*\ J/u cJ u,Ju 

j/he seeks to avoid ere diting\a«y<lnvestiga tors , father-then some authors.) 

He is quite wrong in saying that"Ij^ the CIA did ha^e pictures of the real Cee 

darvey Oswald visiting communist consulates in Mexico City, it would surely have pro— 



vided them to the Warren Commission. " Not at all if Melanson's theory was true, that 
Oswald worked for the CIA or another spookery. That then would have been the last thing it 
would do because it would have linked it to the assassination. He surely lias no under- 
standing of the spookeries! I mean the realities, not the silly notions of those who fancy 
childish novelists' notion. 1U~ it CU W WT .J 

There is very. very much wrong with the claims of the Cl A, some, including tnose he 
mentions, having little or no credibility, and there are so many deficiencies in the various 
investiga tions , and so much that is really provocative about what the disclosed official 
records reflect*, both the Commissions and the various agencies’ , but the kind of childish 
stories and interpretations he and those who think like him and from whom he got these 
notions go in for merely confuse an already conffcsed situation. This and most of the 
rest of what he has lacks any real substance. This is true of many of his sources that no 
real scholar would use. The ahov^Ls an example. Were it that the CIjJ photographed one it 
could identify as an imposter it had nothing to lose by giving the Commission his picture 
because there is no credible reason to believe that Oswald was working for it. 0* the other 

hacl, had be been, then indeed the foundations at (ang.ey would have shaken had he been 
Or 

photographed, because nobody knew what the alleged imposter looked like, really, there was 
no hazard in giving up his picture, which, had he been working for the CIA, it alone could 
have identified. Or it c%ld have given the entire day's take of pictures and merely omitted 
that one. ^obody outside the CIA would have known. 

186 He quotes Phillips as saying that after the assassination the tapes were "routinely" 
destroyed. Phillips did say this. But can that apply to the tape given to the PM $ It cannot 
apply to the Dallas FBI’s teletype or cable summarizing its contents or to the transcript it 
made of the tape. These records remain withheld tut thjjf do exist. 

"T^e Hoover memo (quoted at the beginning of this chaptsr) is the only mention of 
the tapes in FBI files. " How in the world can any self-respecting scholar make so cate- 
gorical a statement ab^" the vast accumulation of FBI files. In it, as I what I say imp 
mediatly above shows, he is arrogant, ego-ridden, self-important and of abysmal ignorace. 



(Jjy jL 

fcf Q j. s no t an authentic subject expert. He is an expert onfthe nuttyCTiterature on which 

Acuu- V 

this manuscript is based., and he is familiar withXthe responsible writing. 

It should be understood that anyone whose tine is committed as a college professors 
is just does not have the time to get a command of so vast an amount of information. The 
Commission published about 10, OCX), 000 words and its files, before those of other agencies 
were added, took up ajbout ’.^OO cubit; feet. As I say above, I got about a third of a million 
pages of records^^^^oSTTitt gati on . So, absent his claims to omniscience and exhausting 
scholarhsip and to originality and to investigating and to use of FOIA, he could not be 
fairly criticized for not knowning what he does not know. But for such all-includive false 

J 

statement* and his many pretensees and ids practises he is subset to more tnan criticism. 


I think t^fsondemnation. 

"T^e two agents named as listeners [to this tape) were called to testify before the 
/'I *> 

House Assassinations lJ^ffit^ee<They claimed to have no recollection of hearing any tape 
of Oswald." His footnote at this point refers only to the Special Agent in Charge, not 
the two agents who, again, he fails to name. Former SAC Gordon Shanklin, now deceased, 
had no credibility, but not for the reason Helanson gives. The reason is overt perjury. 

He escaped indictment, which would have devastated the FBI in any trial, on the excuse that 
to have indicted him so long after the fac^ would have been tfhat lawyers call "bootstrapping." 
I don't know the names of the agents but as Melanson should kno^^or^the Hoover letter he 
quotes at the beginning of this chapter, it had to be agents who knew Oswald’s face and 


voice. The most likely are the retired case agent. Fain, and his successor case agent, Hosty. 

Fain knew both the face and the voice and to a lesser degree, Hosty did. Wallace geitman 

was a subversive expert in the Dallas field office and it is he who picked Rudd and the 

tape and | pictures up. Reminds me, these and other Dallas records give the lie to the above 

quoted sentence that the ^over letter, which he calls a. letter, is the only menyion in 

FBI files. I know of the Rudd messengership, etd., from a Heitman memo I got in FOIA^ 

V b e4*Ut 

litigation. There are undoubtedly more that are M.ddenln'pther'Hles or safes, etc.> 

Chapter 9 ("Legend I: Incidents") 

189 Hie definition of the word "legend" as used in spookeries omits that it covers the 
identification of the pereon for whom it is created, not his acts. fye again makes it up in 
ignorance of intelligence. 



The amateur shrinkery with which this chapter begins is not worthy of comment* 

But in it he says what is not true as it relates to the assassination rather than tb 
professorial fictions, that /Oswald "left a trail of self-implicating evidences^*. . . 

190 is it relates to the shooting, there is absolutely no evidence that what seemed 
to link it to Oswald was left by him. although the Commission's Report does say that he 
took the rifle to the building from which the official mythology has all the shots 
being fired, 100$, and this is not an exaggeration, 10C$ of all the FBI's and Commission' s 
evidence is tha t he did not and could not have. Bo, the story-weaving pcrofessor/is un- 
scholarly in tlpf careless passion into which he works himself in his shrinkery* ,He 
again is explicit in stating that Oswald was an assassin, and I emphasize he has yet__tQ 


sav a word about the crime itself or any of the evidence of it , real or imagined. 

. y 

He is wsomg in saying that the first vindications of what I called a "fale Oswald" 

' ducleJif , 

and he "imposter" was first in Balias. The FBI's reports in theCOomiaission' s files 

reflect that it started earlier, before he left w ew Orleans. Here he is again careful to 
omit any citations to the many earlier writings on this, beginning with mine that dates 
to 1965. Not a single footnote. 

195 In every instance to this point all the false fiswalds he has in Dallas come from 
The False Oswald chapter of my first book. He attributes the Sylvia Odio one, which I went 
into in great detail and later interviewed the major one of the pair with him, to publication 
two decades later , and this Includes the precd.se quote he uses* 

While it is true that Odic^s story was substantiated by her father's response to 0- 
her reporting this visit, it is also true that there is live-witness confirmation 


in the Commission'a published and documentary record and in the FBI '4 disclosed files. It 
is, I think, apjprent hare that he is pretending to palm all of this off, except for the few 
citations to two other books, as hi3 own work .(hen it isn't. 

196ff His account of the delated investigation of the Odio incident, attributed to 

A 

of what 1 cited, comes directly from my published work and he prtends it it his. 

Litliivm 2 

fenymnm* can he said to resemble Oswald but there is no "str ik in g resemblance^* 


some 


a,. 

as ('Sail had aaid. Melanson contents himself with tlie unfootnkted statement that Seymour 
"denied" that he was then in Dallas. He in fact produced employment records establishing 
that jae then was in Miami, as I recall, working as a welder. 

He cites Meagher to Hall's all eged del^ial that he had ever seen Odio. I'm not checking 
hut I think that I also published ihv Later I spent much time with Hall, who took a likin g 
to me and displayed trust in me. My first interview lasted for three days, when he was 
hospitalized in Los angeles. He then told me that he was im fact at the housing develop- 
ment in which Odio then lived, that he was visiting others, and that he did see a woman who 

f 

was stange to him and could have been Odio. Aa with what immediately proceeds this, the 

quotation of the Commission's counsel that they were to be closing, not opening doors, 

had Melanson conducted any kind of real research he could {jave had enormously more but 

he avjdded those who did the work he was pi^ending7as his own. The "colleague" was in fiact 

a subordinate. Tne entire Warren Report was in page proof, the presses were to roll at 

mi^dnight, and the first of the FBI "Hall" reports had just reached the Commission, only 

a few hours to press time. The man who had to face the problem, Wesley Liebeler, could 

not make any change in the number of pages, the footnotes or the pages in the index. This 

is how the Commission published the non sequetur to which Melanson refers earlier, that it 

could not have ben Oswald because he was en route to Afexico. 

— 

Hall, without doubt, is an accomplished and practising liar who also sometimes 


tells the turh. at Melanson has (197) an account of an unidentified man investigated by 
Garrison on leads or information provided by Hall. <gain, he omits the name. Why? What he 

fUi 

has hetur appears to be confused to me. asks who this mysterious witness was and then, 
seeming to describe him, describes Hall and cites my Oswald in New Orleans on Hall on the 
pages cited. (They are, incidentally, soue of what he creidted to others in this Odio story.) 
202 More mixed ignorance and sloppiness c .about the basic evidence of the crime, tfe says 

a4M 

that"ammunition that would fi t Oswald 's Kkls emphasis) was uncommon in the United States 

in 1963." It was quite common. In addition to what Western had made for the Mussolini 

government, which was itself pe^ntiful, newer Sg6ndanavia& r ammo , 6.5 cal., was readily 
available. 



• 


203-4 What he here attributes to the New York Times and Anson is his duplication of their 
error, on the part of the Times innocent because it represents what the ■‘•imes was told. Anson 
and those who assisted him had ample time to check. There is again his pontificating from 
the assassination Olympus An which he visualizes himself enshrined, "none of the Wtirren Com - 
mision lasers could recall having seen. the FBI memo referred to. ^e follows this by saying 
that whatever he may have meant by vjrelevenant," "nor could relevant FBI or State Department 
officials." His quotation from the Hoover memorandum, to State, is angled to make it appear 
that Hoover referred to the assassination era "imposter." Hoover was not. My copies come 
from the Commission's files. So much for his statement that noe^T of the lawyers- and he 
and the Times and Anson c?uld not possibly have interviewed all of them- had seen it. Some 
had. Hoover had something else in mind. It had to do with sending his identifications to 
Oswald. Hoover feared that if the KGB got them they could create a "legend" for an agent 
who could be sent here. Vi hat hSattribptes to the former Commission lawyer, Slawson, who 
was from Justice, is not relevant. 

204 Melanson does interpret this to mean that "an Oswald imposter was lurking a^out in 
fh-ttv. u>z±s yxvnn-, 

Russia. "/His ignorance of the records that were available and his longing to create some- 
thing out of nothing and then contrive support for it account for this error. 

He recalls and here presnts as his own work the "Oswald" who appeared at Holton Ford, 
in New Orleans, in this Melanson representation to get a "bid for ten pickup trucks V^IS 
^ (it wa:; for vehicles that could be used as ambulances in Cuba) THLs was while Oswald 
was in the USSR , it comes from Oswald In New Orleans, °^^t is not in any way related to 
Hoover's concern that he has misrepresented and which i mme diately proceeds this. 

But none of it is what he says it iS, "Legend-building for Oswald." (My emphasis) 
Chapter 9 ("Legend II: Artifacts and Evidence") 

206 He gets off to a blazing beginning for this chapter, another flaunting of his in- 

& 

credible ignorance about the subject matter and some of its best known evidence. First he 

quotes Robert Oswald as having be« told by Lee not to "believe the soecalled evidence 
irt 

agamst me." This could be either what; -^ee imaga^&d or what little he could have known of 
what the police were leaking about him. Lee was killed 11/24/63, the assassination was 



41 


two days earlier and ■“obert saw him the day before. We don't know whether fiswald had access 
to a radio but we do know that he had been questioned and knew what he had been questioned 
about. It canno t be identified as relating to any evidence because fee did not say so. 

Melanson begins writing about "two incriminating photos he also calls "infamous": 

Lee is s tanding in the Paine's yqrd dressed its/ black, holding leftist literature in one 

hqnri and a Mannlicher-Garcanno rifle in the other, while wearing a holster containing a 

They were 

revolver." It was not in "the Paine's back yard." liSSirtdJsgrjjrtMfiTf Jin’rtfTis u n M tniim" 
taken by Marina, and others like them, in the side yard of their Neely Street address 

before Oswald went to New u rleans. The two pictures he 
refers to and fails to identify are 'Commission Exhibits l/;5A and I^B. These are the 
photos I referred to in addressing his allegation that the critics had not done adequate 
work relating to the SWP, his "linkage" contrivance. 

While publication of oef of the picture ^id persuade many people of Oswald’ s guilt, 

I know of nothing to valic^and no reason to believe wha^ielanson says, that it "eBtablised" 
Oswald' 3 "derangement." 

The police did report, as “elai^sn says^ that Oswald said his face had been super- 
imposed on someone else's body. And, although ^elanson appears not to know about it, a 
seemingly persuasive case can be built for this. Latej/production of other pictures, in- 
cluding one autographed to ^eor^jje da itoharr i? Wur^ Mohrenschildt make it appear unlikely 
that the pictures were faked. 

On the seemingly persuasive evidence of faking he quotes Anson' book, which is much 
later than te work 1 had done on oppies of those two pictures from the National Archives. 
Negatives were ma of each and superimposed on each other. The faces on both appear to be 
identical, including in size and all features, and they were not taken from the same distance, 
kith the negatives made so that the heads were identical in size, one body was about four 
inches shorter than the other. ;£e cites ansen as providing measurement of the head in the 
two pictures, without saying how the measurements were determined other thwn by measurement 
of the photos that were in evidence. This is a j/lot trickier when hair is a variable. But 



V ma tte n r, this demon/ investigator and diligent researcher was not aware of all the work that 
had been done on those pictures and what relates to them an^ has the true scholar' s content- 
ment in depending on a pot-boiler»^JUt.'(£ i/t~ 

He finally does get around, having avoided it where it belonged, in his political 
dissertations on alleged "linkage," to saying that Oswald in these -pictures has both the 
CP and the SWP publications in the pictures, and he does say the two parties did not agree 
in politcal views. This did not fit well with his "linkage" contrivance, and here he admits 

it is odd. To say the least it is in any effort to make a "link!" 

\ l ^W»r~v «- Actm __ 

208 In referring to a British expert ' s o p Sa e - 1 opiniortfthat *the picture had been re- 
touched fielanson appears to be ignorant of the known retouching that was Bo scandalous 
the Commission had to look into it. The rifle was retouched four, different ways by four 
different publicati on s , each retouching made to coincide with the co^Sstant^hanging leaks 
of alleged eyd/lence . Tne LISE picture he refers to curlier wothout mention of this was one. 

209 In referring to the print Oswald had given de J1 ohrenschildt, , Melanson gives the 
date on its back, April 5, 1963. Prom this alone he should have avoided his carelessness 
and ignor nee in saying it was taken in the Paine's back yard. Lee was never there until 

he returned from /Mexico , that J 0 ctober, a half-year later. But this kind of error is unavoid- 
able in using the work of others without a personal knowledge of the underlying evidence, 
and in depending on conspiracy theorists for anything. Ea%. builds his own conspiracy case, 
regardless of the evidence. 

He cites no source for saying that in 1967 de Hohrenschildt surfaced with a new 
photo and I have no recollection of that and believe it is wrong 

210 "If the photos were not a forgery, the autograph certHinly was not authentic." 

It is not the autograph that the handwriting experts said was not Oswalds, it was the added 

inscriptions. Whether this 1 b careless error or a deliberate lie, he has the truth on the 

\ 

proceeding page, and what he has ignored in all of this that a negative was also fouund 

by the police and was gigfn to the FBI, which gave it to the Commission, after making its 

own laboratory analysis. ^1 used, in the work referred to above, a print made from this 
negative.) Lab examination of that negative identified marks on it that were made uniquely 



. V. 

by the pressure-plate of Oswald's cheap Russian camera. I can't believe that Melanson has 

no knowledge of this, from the books he'd read if not from the Commission’s, which do have 

the FBI expert's testimony. (Lyndal L. Shaneyfelt.) 

He next refers to what he says the Senate Intelligence Sommittee discovered in 

examining a picture of Oswald with the rifle but in a different pose but his footnote says 

it was the House committee he is citing. 

He says no more about the picture so we can't know if it is still another print 

of those taken by the Dallas police. °nly a subject-matter ignoramous would not know the 
JWx'h dUo /» 'r-siXx 'Tun. ft 

history of those pictures^ /Many, many copiet^we r o mad e a ^ 5 were slowed to just lie around. 

Reporters as well as police, if not also many other kindf of people, had ready access to 
them because they were not hidden or protected, and many prints are known to hey e disappeared. 
The FBI did report this. There is little doubt that some police and reporters helped them- 
selves to copies. .Some were also sold to the media. 

Hester is just plain wrong and if %lanson knew his material on whici» he presents 
himself as an expert - and the only alternative is that he is knowingly dishonest -he'd 
have known that those pictures were at Dallas police headquarters the afternoon of the 
assassination. Hester, therefore, could not have seen them there any earlier. If my recoil- 
lection is wrong on when those pictures were found in the Baine garage, so could Hester's 
be on when he saw they at police headquarters. There is no doubt that there was a police 
search of that garage the afternoon of the assassination, by Officers Rose and Stovall. 

There also is no doubt that Lt. Day made many copies and left them lying around. 

212-3 When he goes into the time reconstructions made to see if itjlad been possible for 
Oswald to get from the sixth floor alleged sniper's nest to the second floor, with a coke 
partly drunk in his hand and behind a door that was closed by an automatic closer that 
could not be rushed, there is no footnoting. T^jis comes straight from my first book. 

215 "Following the crime, information targeting Oswald as the suspect ^his emphasis) 

surfaced very quickly — und^er Buspicious circumstanees. Nqgfl of this has any source indi- 

X 

cated. I know of no representation that Odwald was a, leave alone the suspct#r until after 



he was arrested at the theater and Welanson cites none. 

216 It is sigply/ astounding how great ^elanson's ignorance about eW^asic and un- 
questioned facts about the assassination and witnesses i$, particularly some of those who 

begins. 

initially received greatest attention. He bgie'what I refer to by typically , picking up 
from other books, beginning with my first one, the fact that Oswald "was not by any means 
the only employee not accounted for." No source given. Then, again no source, with the 
same comment applicable, leust a dozen employees besides Oswald were not accounted 

for." True. Then: "Harold Norman andjvkmes Jarman were at work that day and were outside 
tfr — wat ching the motorcade when the shooting took place. "(The rest of this quote 
is silly .) Well, the dsyszaTfact is that they were not outside the building and were in 
one of the ' leSSTphotographs that got great attention showing then inside it and looking 
out of tto. fifth floor window i^hey are tS'of the three employees used to make it appaer 
that the shots came from the floor above. The third was Bonnie ^ay Williams. kll testified 
to d*hat I say here before the Commission. So, in addition to their testimony, which our 
rfomnn investi^tor^cholar/analyst is supposed to be expert on, at least in his representa- 
tion, he cannot possibly not know about the famous "chicken bone" incident or the quite 
famous news picture of them hanging out the windows with the motorcade underneath them. 

(in going over the footnotes I made no check at the point where 20 appears. It is 
three pages long. It begins by crediting aOTH a nr accounts of the i±a*x flaws and con- 


troversies about the timing, getting Osswald to where Officer J.D. Tippit was killed in 

time for him to have been the killer. The first and accurate and dependable analysis of 

th*slSS^flaw, the major matter oiT controversy, appeared in my first book, not mentioned 

and published long before those he does mention, QJ^ce he gets into this lengthy note, virtually 

all of iftriiich that is factual, as^distibguished from conjecture, comes from my first book, 

there is no way bf knowing what his source is, if any. For example, he says (307) that 

"The cartridge cases were the last items of evidence to be turned over to the FBI by the 

n . — — 

Dallas Folice, a full six days after the murder. First of all, it was a fad* state crime, 
not federal, and criminal jurisdiction lay in Balias, not in Washington. The^BI had no $ 


i 
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jurisdiction at all. The evidence that the police gave the FBI is the evidence that the 
FBI demanded. (The FBI wanted to control as much as it could, particularly of the lab 
work, much of which is at best quite dubious. ) So, there is nothing at all sinister, 
suspect or wrong in the alleged six-day delay. More, and again his ignorance of the basic 
facts is so very conspicuous, 

contrary to what he says, "there is no established link between the murder bullets and 
Oswald's gun," the Commission had the FBI's work duplicated, as I recall by the State of 
Illinois, an expert nam ed Micole, approx., and he claims he could connect thA bullets 
with that pistol. He says all the bullet were removed from Tippit's body. Only three were. 


t cuu 
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The fourth did not enter the body, having Qtruck a bullon first. 

217ff His idle conjectures about the police having Oswald's middle name when he did not 

use it at the depository has obvious explanations: they knew it as soon as they picked him 

up, which was a little more than an hour after the crime, and they knew it almost as 

fast from the FBI, which had a file on him. #*e was an activate asei H6 seeks to build so 

much on nothing at all! Mixing the sequeence of first names that Oswald had was not at 

all unusual and that the police did it is significant of nothing at all. They had him in 

custody and had his name before they ever used it, straight or mixed. 

221 tf"The CIA. also seems to have .been involved in one post-assassination attempt to 

jhi t; fU CIS cpf / t+fT A t&C u. km uf.\ 

portray Oswald as a hired gun working for '•'astro: the story of 'l^T^CSe cites a variet 
of sources for this story, of which we first heard from the Commission. Why he does not 
cite the records themeslves is obvious: he boasts about his use of the FBI's and the CIA's 
reading rooms but he is ignorttnt of the records and has to depdnd on secondary sources and 
some even more remote. In his handling of it he manages to be unfair to almost everyone. 

The pressure to accredit the man who fabricated the entire thing was from Ambassdor Mann. 
(Melanson omits or did not know his matronymic, Ugarte.) The initial directive to check t 
this story out vigorously was from CIA headquart ers. That investigation was completed before 

the FBI, which supposedly is not operational in foreign countries, where the CIA is, had 
any interest in doing so. The FBI was ^ot r "froaen Aut," as he says. The wonder, how- 


ever, as h© does not note, is elsewhere: that any professional intelligence officer would 
begin to believe some of the alleged details in Alvarado Ugarte's concoction, At collapse 
ox' its own weight. 

How the sweepings ±r\ this ehaoter can straight-facedly be title "legend" is not 
clear. There is no legend in it and nothing new jjy^it. it isn't even a good rehash of 
what had been printed previously and he adds error and imagination to that, 

Chapter 10 Cover-Up 

225 X don t know how he manages some of his gross mistakes but here he gives the 
date of the executive session that I published in facsimile as December 5 rather than 
January 21 and 27, the matter having been dicuseed at both. December-^f, 1 965 is the date of 
the Commission's first executive session and, un usual for it, had a witness, Nicholas 
Xatzenbach, deputy Attorney General and then also Acting Attorney General. /(Again the 
indications are not only of his ignorance but of his using other than original sources from 
which he reproduces error. But here he cites the 12/^763 executive session, not anything else. 
Incredibly, he makes the identical mistake in footnote 4! This is what he gets for cribbing 
my stuff and pretending it is his - and for his subject-matter ignorance, I published 
the relevant transcript, in facsimile, devoted an entire book^t it and he has that book 
in his bibliography. 

Of course any CIA affidavit attesting that Oswald was not an agent is necessarily 

suspect on many counts but they provided live testimony. The same is true of the JBI. Does 

he mention the FBI or the live testimony later^ Hot to do so is unfair. 

927 fde re he presents as his own work what he cites to CIA Document 657-831. He in fact 

is quoting from my xkfct*£h fcro«eu Photographic Whitewash, second ecition, in "S? which, 

(y CucSuyJk 

having just gotten that record from the CIA, I usedTrt(in space that was available on the 

very la3t page, .in n *ecsaa fcfae. 

229 He cribs this again at Footnote 10. 

A 

231 He prtends there i3 hidden significance in the CIA's having on file a picture of 

Oswald taken by an American tourist in Minsk. It is normal procedure for intelligence 

agencies to obtain any and all pictures of countries of interest to it. Thefe is no more 
to this. ^ f> H C^f/OC AU? 0 /piA/lify. 



232 When he earlier discussed U.S. Moscow consular official Richard Snyder he made no 
reference to the East u erman hook, a fact he hides in his notes. Who's Who In the CIA. 

As all critics have known for years, it did list Snyder as a CIA agent. But the author(s)- 
Julius Mader is the only name given in the book - had no way of knowjng how iong he continued 
working for the CIA under diplomatic cover and when he left the CIA and worked for State 
only. Which is what he testified to and has not been contradicted, whether or not it is 
true. • 

Chapter 1 1 

240 ff The beginning of this conclusion were be very effective if it were not, as only 
an authentic subject expert can detect, so largely unf actual, exaggerated, imagined, fabri- 
cated and distorted. What is lost in all of this, in which he continues to exaggerate his 
earlier exaggerations, are the legitimate questions that do linger and hhould nefer have 
existed. He is at the end of his book without having given the simple and meaningful 

explanation of why these troubling question still exist. Because of the dishonesty of his 
h 

^safe" formula, his assumption of Oswald's guilt, he can hardly say, if in fact he knew it, 
that the government that came into power only by the assassination never really investi- 
gated it and never intended to investigate it. 

Where he had earlier inflated the essentially trivial anti-Castro activity, if in— 
AyyZm Uva g fht'rj ) 

deed^thsr^thsir ws mtiyfRt all, at the Camp jf Street Jjuilding when Oswald was in Mew Orleans- 

Only Banister was there, with^errie from time to time - what he had magnified into a 

"bastion" of anti-Castro activity now becames, his emphasis, "the Grand Central Station of 

anti-Ca8troism." Yet for all the exaggerations, falsehoods, distortions and inventions he 

was not able to show a single anti-Castro act there while Oswald was in New Orleans or 
later 

afte g- it and only the inference of small potatoes before Oswald got there . (241 ) 

He begins with the assumption that each and every thing or dinar y people do is recorded 
in some roaru^®* 1 for later retrieval by governments and thus what Oswald had for break- 
fast should have been known to the USSR or US governments. Thus what is true and is not new 
at all, "unknown routes' and fromlbadoTtne Soviet “nion," is 

j ay j^g^j^gggggg j ^g in the same sentence, "unexplained activities in Mexico, disap- 



pearances in Russia and Dallas." l^In fact, the only mystery is how Oswald got to /Hel- 
sinki from London when no eSaarc. commercial transportation enabled it. There is no ^earthly 
reason for even di ligent government investigators to be able to account for every minute 
of every day in the life of ordinary people, and Oswald's employment was menial and he 
lived in a room in a rooming house. (240) 

241 When he conjectures what the USSR could have used him for as an agent he gets ridi- 
culous, "Did the KGB really want to spy on the i’PGG or CORE?" 

When he complains about the media in reporting on the assassination and its after- 
math, a legitimate complaint, he is again ignorant of the actualities. It is much worse 
than he puts its "the mainstream media remains captive to decade£b of secrecy and disin— 
formation regarding Oswald: much of it emanating from the CIA.." The act uali ty is that the 
media did not need and did not depend on disinformation from any agency. It fell in Una 


nas 06 en 


behind the official mythology was it was being devised and with minor deviations 
there since , without official inspiration. T^e Times editorial he quotes (242) does not come 
from any CIA disinformation. It has been^imes policy from day by i)u F'Q)^ 

What he missed in his fumbling aroun^ with the pictures of Oswald with the rifle 
a/)out which he knew so little is that in a very brief period of time four major elements 
of the media altered that picture, each in a different way, to make it appear to be con- 


sistent with the current official story. The press is certainly one of the major institutions 
of our society and it certainly failed us then and since then, but that was not the doing 
of the CIA. The grim truth iB that nothing was required of the CIA for the media to be as 
dishonest as it was and still is on thi3 subject. It id not easy to be unfair to the GA 
but here, as throughout, he is that. Without need. Truth, so often strange to him, is a 
better weapon. CW (v 

He has a footnote on page 24^in which he refers the reader to former CIA director 

Richard Helms' House Assassinations Committee testimony, "where he asserts that without 

access to the files of communist intelligence agencies, it will be difficult to finalize 

conclusively the JFK case." This, of course, assumes Omsk what there is no reason to be- 
lieve, that they hold information bearing of the crime itself. However, wher<$ he could have 



done legitimately what he strives so hard to do and could not do ( make some real points 


against the CIA. his ignorance of the disclosed information foreclosed him. He could have 

( m V M ffd 


gotten this disclosed information from t h o oo - lwffho ; 


He toasts of his access to the CIA's disclosed records in its 

reading room, yet remained! ignof^ant. ^This is because when he was there he pursued 
/Wf/v** 

the trivial or the in o npm existing in the futile effort to make his invalid assumptions 


<Calid.jTOiliiH The only thing he says he actually got from the CIA is the meaningless 

number of its “ew Orleans employees and then he misused and misrepresented that. ill else 

of CIA origin he had nothing at all to do with in bringing it to light.) 

OH, 

She truth that he could have used so well. in making his case is that the CIA saw to 


it that our government would not ask the Sovi^e government for all its information, and 
this was not because the ClA had any reason to believe that the Soviets were involved in 
the assassination in any way. 

I want to be explicit about what I am saying. As 1 have indicated throughout 
he is not the subject-matter expert he pre tends to be and in fact he is grossly ignorant 
of both the established fact of the crime and its investigation and of the hundreds of 
thousands of page of government records now available. He is so ignorant, his ignorance 
extending to all area, tfeie^tMs^'manuacript is a monument to Ms ignorance. 

243 He just can’t avoid making a spectacle of himself having persuaded himself that 


eKa&fhe imagined and was not true is unquestionable fact. After saying that Oswald was 
"framed to appear leftist" fte says, "TJjiB occured while he was still doing intelligence 
work in Dallas (tinting the Kremlin uixjb red.)" He ha s not shown that Oswald did any in- 
telligence work in Dallas. 

In pretending that there were cloBe Oswald associations with those that hy normal 
standards of proof he has not shown and that they were working for the cIa, as he also has 
not shown, he is careful to exculpate the -CIA from any assassination role. But he suggests 
at the sane i:ime tftat operations can get out of control, again suggesting that CIA people 

could have been involved in the crime. But he has given not a shred of evidence to support 
this. Like all else in his conclusion, this depends on what preceeds it being correct and 


relevant «ad not his bad dream, as 1 could with more effort have shown more than 1 have, 

j 

it is neither. _£t is a bad dream, badly presented. 

He has a footnote almost a page in length to page 244i _ wj*£~to what he would have 

included in his text had it been published earlier, to another self-indictment of his 

pretended schaolarhhip. He presents as worthy of serious consideration another writer who 

does not lower himself to deal with reality, Jim Harrs and his book Crossfire. (315-4) '*** — " 

has Harrs say for him that the government and allies killed JFK: "So the decision was made 

at the highest level... Therefore t£e decision was made to eliminate John £~. Kennedy by 

means of a public executive (stolen from Jim garrison, tnta-lat)... While' operational orders 

* 

probably originated with the CIA, tne monsters recruited/ world-class'assasnin/ ' from ari 
international crime syndicate who 'was then given entree to the conspiracy groups within 
U.S. intelligence, the anti-Castro (^Cubans, the right-wing hate groups and the military.'" 

Marrs book is a compendium of all the many nut theories. Nof self-respecting scholar 
would use it as a source. Sfee Melanson adds this sici f( and disgusting nonsense to his own 
work and woiTTd thereby deceive and mislead the nation even more. 

The awful truth is the Melanson says pretty much the same thing but limit-W*- it to 
intelligence agencies when he says (244-5) that "it is possible for someone in control of 
a network 1,0- spies) to misapproptiate it. ...The conspiracy would not have to be massive, 
institutionally sponsored, Jor involve only witting participants - not on this turf." 


245-6 Oswald was killed, he says, as part of this/ monaster conspiracy: "One of the ways that 
criminal and clandestine organizations (my, isn't he expert an everything'.) keep secrets 
is to murder tuose who might reveal them. Some of the people who knew about Oswald's links 
to U.S. intelligence...." Mgre (248) :" The morning after the assassination an untold numb er 
of ^ intelligence officers in various agencies or branches must have been panicked about 
their Oswald file(s) and the problem it could cause them." (Why would they have to wait o 
over night to panic?) 

248 "...there is more we can learn about Oswald and the crime... For garters, withheld 
files should be released..." Wow"! This from the man who ignores more than a third of a 


million pages of enat has been released and makes not a single reference to the fact 


l 


their release or how they came to be released in two books? Sure, more remains withhheld 
but what is wrong with using what is not withheld and is readily available? (And what is 
right about in effect lying about it because he does know that all this was released and 
he came to me and got what he wwanted of what I got under FOIA on the King assas sinati on- 
no t that this in mentioned in that book, in which he also pretended that he had invented 
the wheel and discovered sex.) 

He cites no source for this and it reflects how great his ignorance of files and 
holdings is; "As of this writing, the FBI us still withholding an estimated fifteen per- 
cent of its original case file on the assassination." 

Com y -i 

There is no ' single/FBI file on thdiassassination and the "original" file is gibberish 


There sdae are many files on the assassinatiorj^^"^ rt. ' i f l ,7 4'i^A. / ^ QbJjj . 

Headquarter^ and the many field offices each have files on the assassintion. (There 
is a file at each place with that title.) 

ThereY±#>« separate file^on each of the Oswa^j^ 

There are Jack Huby files (classifed at hea dquarters^ as "cibil rights"!) 

-.a re j 

There xbxxk ackn»«Ldged Warren Commission files and others the existence of itkicfc 
which is knowy4hat the FBI merely lies about. 

There are many files on many individuals some of whom Melanson mentions, hjke the 
de Mohrenschildts, Banister, Ferrie and even subject-matter authors. 

In terms of his mythologies, there are FPCC, CP, SWP, defector^^^d^many others 
that are relevant as well as the irrelevant ones of his mythology. 

There also are files that are hidden by means of tricky classification of them, the 
imjroper claasif cations not being search and are pretended not to be relevant when they are. 
A convenient 4 illustration is the FBI claim in court not to have any tape recording of 


the assassins tion-eriod broadcasts of the Dallas pi police. Yet the FBI transcribed those 
broadcasts and the Warren Commission published the A b trancriptions. In fact the FBI 
dubbed its tapes on a WillensakTSSSe tapjfi # recordder and hid the tapes in a metal cabinet, 
not a file drawer, in Dallas. 



What I am saying is that his ignorance is across the entire board, itad fele haS^the 

tfruS' _ 

academic Qualifications of a scholar, and again^ seeks to exploit tirtm these credentials. 
249 Without citation or any identification of them he says that "researchers have n^ted 
that the Bureau is particularly reluctant to disclosing documents relating to ^exico 0ity... 
the story put forth by the CIA source Then how do I have records on "D," Alvarado 

Ugarte that are, in fact, in the main assassination files? and in fact, under FOIA, the 
did disclose Mexico City office assassination files. 




Again, his scholarly ignorance relating to disclosures and withholding: "As for Con- 


gress, it should begin by pa sing long-overdue legislation tha t 
its own secrecy cloak. After the House Seleot Committee on Assassinations disbanded in 

1978, -it declared it voluminous record;; to be | 'congressional materials/, ' a status that 

enables them to be withheld until the ye.jr 2028." His source for this incorrect formulation 

is hardly expert on it bat it is self— puffery. He cites his own book on the King asaassina— 

Odd. n c/ 

tion. The fact is that those records were withhold not under tiw #"deJ5Blaration" by the 
committee but under the standing rules of the Congress. Whiled. thout question there is 
much in them that is withheld improperly, it is also true that they are loaded with fright- 


ful character assassination!, and other feu records hurtful of the innocent. One of the reasons 
for the 50-year rule is protection of i^te inocent. (In this area Melanson is safe because 
most of the characters he assassinates are dead.)heir ghosts can’t sue.) 

Appendix A i£5 (£*§5 252—3 Chronologies can be quite useful but to be usedful they must hold 
significant events. Melanson finds nothing significant in Oswald's military career other 

h/ 

than the dates of enlistment and release. Tjis reflects ignorance and unscholar ly precon- 
ceptions. Nothing in Oswald' s earlier life is significant other than his birth and his 
joining the Civil Air Patrol because there are no other earlier entries. There is no entry 

after his release by the Murines until he crossed the Finnish border en route to Moscow. 



Wiethe known fact n . m1 M-lm kj onln i 1 mi , that Oswald could not have gotten 

to Finland by any commercial carrier/not worti^of inclusion in his chronology it is 

apparent that the chronology is incompetent, unscholarly, undependable and is merely a piece 
of literary scrimshaw. He regard the dates of the birth of Oswald's children as more 



important. «.s a means of evaluating his interest in carefulness, I note that he refers to 
the of the original room in the rooming house at 1026 N. Beckley, Dallas - the room 

was partitioned to make two rooms of it for renting - as an "apartment." If Oswald's 
rental of a post office box i^ Dallas is worth of listing, why isn't his rental of the 
tfetjor leans post box] When Oswald was charged ..with each crime also isn't worth mentioning, 
or when he bought the rifle and pistol? 

Bibliography 516-22 

He does not draw upon much that he lists and he lists some awful crap, unscholarly 
work at best. He lists also w^ht he ignores in this text, the woifk of the (SDutch reporter, 

“ Willem Oltmans, who helped drive de Hohrenschildt over 'the Urinal He ha 3 ' “suppressed all 
mention of what Oltmans did witA de Kohrenschidlt here and abroad and what happened to 
de Morhenschildt abc^rad and what he then did. Had ri elanson not suppressed this it would 
not have been easy to pretend that Hohrenschildt was always rational when he assuredly 

wasn't. But he had to do this because he builds so much on his de Hohrenschildt fancies, 
“hile Kerry ^horaley 1 s tiny and slim boojf retitled to "Oswald" is in his bibliography 
(■jr^LS hardly longer than some magazine articles) he does not list my Post Mortem which 
does have information relating to Oswald in Russia, Oswald as in intelligence, and an 
entire area of relevant and disclosed information that he has suppressed. This relates 
to the defected KGB official Turi Nosenko. T^e House Associations Committee also pub- 
lished Nosenko information that Alelanson suppressed. 

Post Nortem also includes facsimile reporduction of a quite relevant Warren Com- 
mission executive session. 

Examination of the part of the bibliography on the CIa reflects that it, too, is 

pseudo-scholarly padding. Such entries $eter Wrght's Sp£5atcher, wnich has nothing to 

do with this subject matter, and Carlos Bringuierf’ Red Friday, which is junk. But when he 

does mention Clay Shaw, albeit less than even in his contedt he should have, he does 

, £ 

not inlcude the Kirkwood defense of Shaw, an American “roteqque. 

Une of the really fine book on the assassination is Howard Hoffman' s Presumed Suilty 



^ WlcLu&ci* 

By Melanson's scholarly dtandards and precepts it is unwr/thy (when^Bringuier ' s i^urthy. 

Ofl the multitude of articles on the assassination, only two of his are listed, 
likewise of all the 'fV documentaries, ony two by CBS are listed. One that IfflC-TV dffid 

on New Orleans and Garrison 1 a response are not listed, nor are the many domestic and foreign 

OUrt^v'VvJvv^ o CJ# 

/produced here and abroad*^ / 7“' 

Y/hat I am saying again is that elien his bibliography is not scholarly or honest 
and reflects ignorance, preconcpetions , prejudice Vscc-^oor j uclgemen^^f-^w-nombinatsoirbf 
the ae-jflwsr^ fcA elieve al - l -o f t hem. 

If there was a legitimate reason for including Sjjy/fatcher in the bibliography 
then why^dt'any of the otheriS>ritish books, particularly one devoted entseidy to the' 
Bri tioh - b o ok ' o n the plot to overthrow^ the British government by its own spookery, 
barely mentioned in Spy catcher. The CIA was involved in that! 

I’ve done this in haste and under conditions that ought not intrude themselves into 
this kind of work. I'v/read the manuscript only once, annotating while reading. I decided 
to comment and analyze page— by— page because i had read ^elanson's The K urkin Conspiracy . 

It id a remarkably dishonest book and suffers more etbev serious defects than publishers 
ordinarily could possibly yoerceive. It also has contrivances designed to make it appear 
that ^blanson has solved the crime and to stake out his c laim to being the 
expert on that assassination about which he is «loo .also astoundingly ignorant. In that 
book he also addressed none of the alleged evidence of the crime itsel^^wS^ was in fact 
ignorant of not only that fact bu'^'a^ judicial determination of fact in that crime. In 
both books he takes the safe and unscholar ly course of assuming guilt. If desired, I can 
expand on this. 

Soy Saga is permeated by dishonesty, ignorance, stupidities, factual errors, 
childish thinking, incompetent and immature pseudo-analyses, fabrications, amateur vjhrinkery 
and it is an/^ go-trip. 

It is trash and the trash stinks! 


V 


I 

“fter reading this and making corrections in haste to be able to get it to you as 
rapidly as possible I append a bit of trivia that may be of interest and further commentary 
on Melanson's lack of scholarship and subject-matter ignorance. 


Where he •writes about Gaudet I referred to what he omitted of what Gaudet did do, 
trying/ 

tejaur^to cotoert the assassination into a "red" plot involving -Kurtuky nephew , Iarry 

Borenstein. If you or others there like New Orleans jazz, Larry, as of my last knowledge, 

-four 

owned Preservation Hall, aside from playing there, the Preservation Hall bands £4«r and 
have been on TV. 


I also refer to Melanson's lack of knowledge of Gaudet* s connections and operation 


and I did mention his sharing of addresses with the Watergate-connected Mullen Agency of 

the CIA. I forget to include the fact that the CIA's Free Cuba Committee also shared 

a 

some of those adresses, and that is rlevant in this manuscript. 



